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The purpose of this study was to determine the predictive validity of the
teacher competency test scores on teacher performance.

Data consisted of the

Texas Examination of Current Administrators and Teachers (TECAT) scores and
teacher performance rating scores earned by a random sampling of teachers who
took the TECAT examinations and were rated by the use of the Teacher Appraisal
Instruments in 1985-86.
The analysis of variance (ANOVA) technique was used to perform
statistical calculations. On the enthusiasm scale, the mean performance score for
the teachers who passed the TECAT was 13.01 (SD= 1.79), while the mean
performance score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 11.07
(SD = 2.36).

On the instructional proficiency scale, the mean performance score

for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 16.14 (SD= 2.22), while the mean
performance score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 13.93
(SD = 2.36). On the classroom management scale, the mean performance score for
the teachers who passed the TECAT was 10. 73 (SD = 1.58), while the mean
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performance score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 9.56
(SD = 2.13).

On the professional responsibilities scale, the mean performance

score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 17 .80 (SD = 2.83), while the
mean performance score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 15.14
(SD = 3.37).

On the total performance scale, the mean performance score for

the teachers who passed the TECAT was 57 .68 (SD = 6.42), while the mean
performance score for the teachers who did not pass the TECA T was 49. 71
(SD = 8.80).
The results revealed significant differences in the mean performance
scores for teachers who passed the TECA T and teachers who did not pass the
TECAT, thus suggesting that certain performance scales (when sex, age,
teaching experience, and educational level were compared) could be predicted by
test scores. This study showed that teachers who had a better command of th~
basic skills tended to show superior performance. It was axiomatic that teachers
could teach only what they knew.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Since the mid-1970s, concerns about the quality of teaching in public
schools have led to significant changes in the requirements for teacher certification and recertification programs throughout the United States (Harris, 1981;
Northern, 1980). The demand for accountability in education has shifted from
the broad issues of finance and program management to specific concerns about
the quality of teachers and classroom teaching (Brightman & Mauldin, 1983).
The public has come to believe that the key to improved educational
success or achievement lies in improving the quality of teachers.

Nowadays,

teachers are under increasing pressure to improve the quality of instruction;
thus, colleges of education, the elementary and secondary teachers of the United
States, and the entire question of schooling in the United States have become the
subjects of severe criticism (Cole, 1979). Responding to this increasing pressure
of the public's mandate for excellence, state legislatures, state boards of
education, and local school districts have initiated a wide range of policy
changes affecting certification, evaluation, and tenure of both prospective and
currently employed teachers.
The public is clearly concerned about teacher competence.

For

example, in a certain Gallup Poll (Cole, 1979), 95% of those polled agreed that
teachers should be required to pass examinations in their subject areas. Teacher
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incompetence is frequently used by parents and legislators as a partial explanation for the decline in students' scores which has been witnessed over the years.
Whereas little action has been directed toward curricula reform, increased
teacher salary, sufficient funding for education, the working conditions of
teachers, or improved training models, great attention has been given to reforming the standards for selecting, certifying, and recertifying teachers.
Hence, the single most visible national response has been the adoption of statemandated competency tests for teachers.
Programs of teacher competency training and teacher competency
testing prior to certification are not new, but confusion still exists about the
intended purpose and outcomes of such programs, particularly teacher certification testing programs.

For example, educators have stated that teacher

certification testing programs: (1) will either improve the quality of education
or lower the teaching profession's standards because of their emphasis on
minimal knowledge, (2) will either serve to define what a good teacher is or end
up being nothing more than a "search for victims" and a ''hollow means of judging
the efficacy of teachers" (Cole, 1979, p. 233), or (3) will either test for content
that is unrelated to successful teaching or test for content that is an absolute
necessity.
As was true of all occupational licensing laws, the primary purpose of
teacher certification laws and their testing components was to "protect the
public health, safety, and welfare" (Vorwerk &: Gorth, 1982, p. 1) by ensuring that
only individuals who were competent in a subject area were allowed to teach
such.

It was true that certification testing programs did, in most cases,

emphasize minimum content knowledge. Such programs could have resulted in

3

improvement in the quality of education, or they may have ended up being part
of a definition of what a good teacher was and what content knowledge was
absolutely necessary.

These were secondary outcomes of such programs.

The

primary outcome, which every program was designed to achieve, was the
protection of the public from incompetence (Vorwerk & Gorth, 1982).
However, a competency test for teachers refers to a test developed to
measure the minimum knowledge and/or skills deemed necessary for adequate
performance in the classroom.

Typically, these tests are paper and pencil

content knowledge tests, which are also used for certification. In some cases, as
in Georgia, Oklahoma, and South Carolina, determination of minimal competencies is based on measuring both knowledge and performance in the classroom. In
these cases, in addition to a content knowledge paper and pencil test, an
assessment instrument is used to measure on-the-job performance in the
classroom (Flippo &: Foster, 1984).
In Texas, the North Forest Independent School District (NFISD) is one
of the districts responding to the public demand for improved teacher quality by
initiating new policies affecting evaluation and job status of teachers and
administrators, using the Teacher Appraisal System (TAS), an employee performance assessment plan designed to improve instruction, to measure adherence
to standards, and to provide a basis for employment decisions. The T AS conducts
this performance assessment by means of observations and interviews, using the
Classroom Observation Instrument, the Management and Professional RE·sponsibilities Instrument, and the Texas Examination of Current Administrators and
Teachers (TECA T).

4

Although many educators view competency testing as an unwanted
stepchild and as a necessary evil that must be tolerated to secure continued
public support for public schools, many citizens and many policymakers share a
different perspective (Reidy, 1979).

These tests are seen as a means of

improving public education, as a way of forcing schools to concentrate their
efforts on the basics, as a vehicle for raising the prestige of schooling and
restoring respect to the high school diploma, and as a means of motivating
students to learn (Reidy, 1979).
The steady drop in the scores of the students at the elementary and
secondary levels on tests such as the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and those of
the National Assessment of Education Progress and the revelation that many
college students and prospective teachers perform poorly in the basic subjects
(reading, writing, arithmetic) have left the public speculating that, if students
demonstrate deficiencies in their learning, the teachers who dispense that
learning must be deficient (Elam, 1971). Much attention has been devoted to the
question of competency testing of teachers throughout the nation; the question
yet to be answered concerns the extent to which the teacher competency testing
scores relate to teacher performance evaluation.
Teacher evaluation has taken many forms, but it basically seeks to
collect information about the teaching act and codify that information in a
systematic way so that decisions can be made about a teacher's level of
instructional performance. The evaluation model involves the identification of
teacher characteristics against which to measure classroom performance in both
formative and summative contexts (Beach & Reinhartz, 1984). Evaluation is a
comprehensive process used to determine individual achievement or the
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effectiveness of a program, procedure, or process (Stedman, 1984). It provides
room for professional judgment. On the other hand, testing seems to reduce such
opportunity or eliminate it entirely if cutoff scores are established.

However,

professional educators need not only to accept the inevitable but to apply the
best knowledge and practice available if testing is to become a valuable and
valid part of the decision-making process.
One all-encompassing solution is not possible for assessing competence
in a profession of such importance, variation, and frequent change (Priestly,
1982). However, a review of current research (Elam, 1979) showed no in-depth
studies about teacher competency test scores and the relationship with teacher
performance; to ensure teacher accountability, this study will investigate this
relationship.

Need for the Study

The popular press has been reporting in the past few years that teachers
are not well skilled in areas in which they are called upon to teach (Leiser, 19 81;
Lyons, 1980). In an era of rapid change in technology, new knowledge, and new
research in teaching methodology, the need to assure continued competence in
the classroom becomes the cornerstone of the teaching profession (Reagan,
Johnson, &. Mclnire, 1983). All teachers -- not only new teachers -- must be
assessed on a continuing basis and recertified in not only the basic skills (reading,
writing, and mathematics) but also in their areas of preparation and the ability
to use effective teaching methods.
Formidable arguments can be mounted against tests as tools for
admitting students to teacher education programs and for certifying and
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recertifying teachers. For instance, it can be argued that test performance does
not measure teacher competence; at best, it certifies mastery of knowledge,
which is only one component of competen~e.

Tests do not evaluate teaching

skills and techniques or interpersonal relationships with students, all of which are
part of teacher competence (Brown, 1985).

Nevertheless, at this juncture,

rightly or wrongly, arguments against tests, no matter how logical and forceful,
are not likely to bring about a change in the use of tests to make judgments on
teacher training and assessment programs and on the ability of their graduates to
meet certification requirements.
In general, competency testing refers to the assessment of knowledge

and/or performance judged necessary for a specific situation (Flippo & Foster,
1984). For example, a test for a driver's license and the bar examination for a
prospective attorney are both competency tests -- measure the knowledge and
the skills judged necessary for adequate performance in a specialized area. On
the other hand, teacher evaluation is not a new phenomenon (Bailey, 1981); it
has taken many forms but fundamentally seeks to collect information about the
teaching act and codify that information in a systematic way to reach a reliable
or accurate summative decision regarding classroom instructional performance
(Beach & Reinhartz, 1984). The purpose of this study was to determine whether
teacher competency testing programs could, in fact, give information regarding
teacher practices or performance in the classroom.

7

Statement of the Problem

This was a comparative study which attempted to determine if there
were relationships/differences between teacher competency test scores and the
teacher's professional performance.

Educators have long accepted that a

teacher cannot teach what he does not know. This syllogism seems especially
telling when it is applied to the basic skills of reading, writing, and speaking.
With recent public attention focused on basic skills instruction, the question of
teachers' levels of competence and how best to determine them (when applied to
these basic skills) becomes a matter of some importance to teacher educators.
This study attempted to address the following specific questions:
1.

Was there any significant difference between teacher competency

testing and the teacher's teaching performance as measured by the performance
rating instruments?
2.

Was there any significant difference between the performance of

teachers who passed the TECA T and teachers who did not pass the TECAT?
3.

Within each sex, age group, experience level, or educational level,

was there any significant difference between the performance of teachers who
passed the TECAT and teachers who did not pass the TECAT?
4.

Could TECAT results be used to predict teachers' performance?

Hypotheses

Professional educators need to accept the inevitable but also need to
apply the best knowledge and practice available if testing is to become a
valuable and valid part of the decision-making process (Stedman, 1984). As a
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result of the problems presented in the preceding questions, the researcher
tested the following hypotheses. They were:
Ho 1: For the total group, there is no statistically significant difference
between the mean teacher performance scores for teachers who passed the
TECAT and for teachers who did not pass the TECAT.
Ho 2: There is no statistically significant difference between the mean
teacher performance scores for teachers who passed the TECAT and for teachers
who did not pass the TECA T, when compared by sex.
Ho 3: There is no statistically significant difference between the mean
teacher performance scores for teachers who passed the TECA T and for teachers
who did not pass the TE CAT, when compared by age.
Ho 4: There is no statistically significant difference between the mean
teacher performance scores for teachers who passed the TECAT and for teachers
who did not pass the TECAT, when co;npared by experience.
Ho 5: There is no statistically significant difference between the mean
teacher performance scores for teachers who passed the TECA T and for teachers
who did not pass the TECAT, when compared by educational level.

Limitations of the Study

This study was conducted under the following limitations:
1.

This study was limited to certified teachers in a large urban school

district who have taught for at least one year.
2.

In some cases, teachers took the tests more than once, but only the

scores of the first administration were used.

9

Delimitation

Only data collected on the high school teachers were used for this
study.

Assumptions

The researcher recognized there were some assumptions inherent in this
study. They are listed below.
1.

All of the assessors were trained and competent in the use of the

instruments administered.
2.

The opinions and observations of the raters/assessors best reflected

the overall performance of the teacher.
3.

The reliability and validity of the TECAT were assumed to be

accurate as presented by the test publisher.
4.

The reliability and validity of the TAI were assumed to be accurate

as presented by the test publisher.
5.

Information contained within the selected teacher's file was as-

sumed to be accurate.

Significance of the Study

This researcher desired that this investigation would provide evidence
to demonstrate that tests valiQly measured a teacher's knowledge and skills and
thus satisfied the public's need to vent its concern about the teaching profession
in working with the nation's young people (Cole, 1979). An additional concern of
this researcher was that this study could eliminate the biases that arose from the
teacher evaluation process. This study should have brought to the attention of
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school policy-makers the issue of whether there was a relationship between
content mastery and the ability to impart knowledge or levels of competency as
measured by the tests and teaching performance ratings.

Definition of Terms

This study used several terms.

To enhance readability and under-

standing as related to teacher competency testing and teacher evaluation, the
researcher defines these terms below.
Academic achievement.

Academic achievement as measured by

standardized achievement tests.
Accountability. To become answerable and responsible for the quality
of education.
Basic skills.

The fundamental and essential skills necessary to be

taught and mastered in education.
Classroom management.

Methods used in the classroom with learners

which require skills in organizing and presenting instructions.

The act of

organizing materials and students and maximizing the amount of time available
for instruction and management of student behavior (Texas Education Agency,
1985).

Competency testing.

A test or tests designed to assess a teacher

and/or determine competence at a given task.
Enthusiasm.
sphere;

The proficiency in creating a comfortable social atmo-

skills needed to demonstrate warmth and friendliness and communi-

eating concern;

using strategies to motivate students for learning by
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maintaining supportive learning environments (Texas Education Agency, 1985).
Instructional proficiency. The teacher's ability to provide opportunities
for students to participate actively and successfully, evaluating and providing
feedback on students' progress during instruction (Texas Education Agency,
1985).
Professional responsibilities.

The special conventions, forms of ac-

countability, etc., associated with the teaching profession, so as to have
promoted and evaluated student growth and interact and communicate effectively with parents, while having engaged in professional development (Texas
Education Agency, 1985).
Professional standards.

Established policies and procedures in staff

development or professional growth activities.
Teacher Appraisal Instrument (TAI).

A set of assessment instruments

developed by NFISD, designed to determine how well teachers can demonstrate
selected proficiencies in teaching and management skills, which members of the
teaching profession have declared as essential to effective professional performance.
Teacher competency. A set of attitudes, behaviors, skills, knowledge,
judgments, and values which a teacher is expected to demonstrate in order to
effectively facilitate the intellectual, social, emotional, and physical growth of
the learners.
Teacher evaluation. The assessment of teacher characteristics against
which to measure classroom performance.
Teacher Performance Assessment Instruments (TP AI).

Assessment

instruments developed by the Georgia Department of Education (Capie, 1985),
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designed to determine how well teachers can demonstrate selected general
competencies (teaching skills), which members of the teaching profession have
declared as essential to effective professional performance.
Teaching performance.

Achievement demonstrated by a teacher on

selected general competencies (teaching skills), which members of the teaching
profession declared as essential to effective professional teaching performance
(Capie, 1985), so as to have provided satisfactory instruction and support
services, regardless of the subject matter, level of instruction, or support
services for which these em~loyees were responsible.
Teaching plans.

The outlines with which the teacher intends to give

instruction or lessons.
Texas Examination of Current Administrators and Teachers (TECAT).
A set of skills tests developed by the Texas Education Association to assess
proficiency in two basic skills -- reading and writing -- which all educators must
command to provide satisfactory instruction and support services, regardless of
the subject matter, level of instruction, or support services for which these
employees are responsible.

Summary

Performance ratings have generally been attacked, and studies involving the correlation of those ratings with teacher performance as measured
by standardized tests have been mixed (Capie, 1985; Coker, . Medley, & Soar,
1980).

Thus, the issue of whether there is a relationship between content

mastery and the ability to impart knowledge continues to be debated.
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The purpose of this study was to investigate whether a relationship
existed between teacher competency tests and the teacher's performance
assessment as measured by the teacher's classroom procedures.

The Texas

Examination of Current Administrators and Teachers (TECAT) and NFISD's
Teacher Appraisal Instrument scores were used to conduct this study.

Chapter 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

This chapter reviews the related literature in the broad subject of
competency testing and teacher performance.

It presents the reader with an

abundance of resources which include professional books, journals, and articles
for the concerned public and parents, in particular.
Public demands for evidence of professional competency of teachers
have accompanied the demands for better educated high school graduates. For
example, in 38 states, students are required to pass written tests to receive a
high school diploma (Piper & Houston, 1980). The most comprehensive current
profile of the teacher competency testing movement was provided by Sandefur
(1983).

Noting that the impetus for the movement began primarily in the

southern states and spread to 36 states from 1977 to 1983, he stated, "The rapid
growth of the teacher competency assessment programs has been little short of
phenomenal" (p. 2).

He reported that 21 states tested or planned to test

applicants for admission to teacher education programs and that 28 states tested
or planned to test prior to certification; however, tests for certification usually
included one or more basic skills, professional skills, and academic skills.
Finally, his report stressed that teachers' competence in basic skills was of major
concern in most states.
Hyman (1984), reviewing the logic, the law, and the implications of
testing for teacher competence, also stressed that everyone wanted qualified and
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competent teachers for schools as they were necessary for students to receive
optimum benefit from schooling.

Focusing on testing programs might have

satisfied the public's need to vent its concern but would distract the public from
focusing on more critical educational issues, such as improved curricula,
improved classroom conditions, and increased teacher salaries. However, after
reviewing the literature related to testing teachers, Hyman (1984) was not
convinced that such tests were very useful in distinguishing one prospective
teacher from the other in terms of potential for becoming a successful teacher.
The tests, he continued, may not have been effective, but the legality may have
been questioned. Hyman (1984) also made reference to a major lawsuit in 1977
wherein the U.S. Department of Justice et al. sued the State of South Carolina
for using the National Teacher Examination (NTE) for certification purposes and
as a factor in determining salaries. The charge was that the use of the NTE
violated the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment and Title VII
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Hyman finally proposed that performance tests
should be a requirement for certification of all teachers in American schools,
either public or private; that is, in principle, tests should be supported which are
validated against actual job performance -- tests which evaluate the actual
knowledge, skills, and professional ethics which produce educational and social
benefits.
Piper and Houston (1980) observed that no other term in recent years
has generated as much interest, as much confusion, and as much controversy as
"competency testing." They accepted the definition of competency testing as
"sufficient means for one's need or ability, skill, and fitness" (p. 38). To them,
the concept of the minimum competency testing (MCT) grew out of a concern
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for individual needs and a way to assess the extent to which these needs were
being met. It was a movement, an approach to education. It was a movement
toward excellence and quality in education.
In the same article, Piper and Houston (1980) compared Competency-

Based Teacher Education (CBTE) and Minimum Competency Testing (MCT) for
teachers. When CBTE was first applied to teacher education in the late 1960s, it
became performance-based teacher education (PBTE).

They further reported

that CBTE and MCT emphasized exit requirements, but that was where the
similarity ended.

However, CBTE emphasized professional practice in the

classroom to improve student learning; MCT for teachers emphasized minimal
cognitive learning.

In the most publicized results of competency testing of

teachers (in Houston and Dallas), the MCT did not test knowledge in the
teacher's major areas/fields, and it di.d not test the teachers' human growth and
development, learning theory, or ability to teach.

It tested only general

education. While all of these aspects of preparation program were important and
integral, the one perhaps least central to teaching effectiveness was general
education. On the other hand, Piper and Houston (1980) described the MCT as a
hollow means of judging the efficiency of teachers. The MCT movement could
lower teacher profession's standards, they added, because of its emphasis on
testing for minimal knowledge.
In concluding their paper, Piper and Houston (1980) listed the elements

of teaching competence as including a broad general/liberal education, special
expertise in the subject to be taught, knowledge of professional concepts,
knowledge of learning theories, demonstrated expertise in instructional strategies and skills in human interaction, and demonstrated teaching tactics
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appropriate to students being taught. Competency tests, such as those used in
Houston and Dallas, tested only a basic educational background. They tested for
knowledge expected of any well-educated person, teacher, attorney, or brick
mason;

they ignored professional education concepts and skills related specifi-

cally to teaching. Lastly, they added that one could not deny the importance of
a broad background for teachers, but it was vital to press for a more complete
and more adequate basis for testing teaching competence, especially because
there was little evidence to date that minimum competency testing helped poor
students to learn or poor teachers to teach.

Piper and Houston (1980) also

warned that, unless there was a renewed effort by educators to reach a
consensus on the meaning of competency in the teaching profession, the premise
of the competency-based teacher education movement would be as elusive as its
terminology.
There are several indications that compet~ncy testing was being used
throughout the United States.

For instance, Northern (1980) studied superin-

tendents and commissioners of education in all 50 states and showed that five
states were using the National Teacher Examinations (NTE) produced by the
Educational Testing Service. Their survey suggested that a trend was developing
and that 10 states required some form of competency testing for teachers or
prospective teachers, and, of the 40 states which had not yet mandated testing,
seven were considering such a requirement.
Blackmon and Mackey (1980) answered the question of the NTE being
useful for the identification of effective teachers.

They considered the

relationships among undergraduate grade point averages, student teacher performance, and NTE scores for 269 students who completed student teaching and
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voluntarily took the NTE between 1975 and 1978.

The data included the

students' overall grade point averages, NTE scores, supervising teachers' ratings
of student teachers on 22 teaching performance items, teaching level (elementary, secondary), and sex. The results of only four of the 26 NTE teaching
subject area examinations were treated in the study.

The Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficient was used to treat the data.

A significant

relationship was found between the NTE weighted common scores and the
cumulative grade point averages for all subject areas (except physical education). This suggested that academic performance was a useful predictor of NTE
scores.

This conclusion was supported by the similar significant relationships

between the NTE composite scores and grade point averages. According to the
researchers, the data in this study indicated that the NTE was valid for what was
taught in the college classroom but not necessarily valid for predicting teacher
performance -- a conclusion in keeping with the NTE literature.
However, the sparsity in this study of significant positive relationships
between NTE scores and teaching performance ratings, when coupled with the
presence of a few significant negative relationships, tended to undermine
confidence in the relationship of NTE scores to teaching performance ratings.
This could have been because factors measured by supervising teachers and the
NTE were not necessarily the same and perhaps did not include certain
performance characteristics essential to successful teaching.
McClung (1978) surveyed some considerations that should give pause to
state legislators and school leaders who have jumped on the minimum competency bandwagon.

McClung considered whether competency testing programs

were fair and remarked that competency tests which measured adult life-role
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skills that were not taught in school was arguably so arbitrary as to violate due
process of law.

On the subject of racial discrimination, while substantial

numbers of white middle class students could not meet minimal competency
standards, some evidence existed that a disproportionate percentage of black and
Hispanic students would be adversely affected by the competency test requirement.

McClung (1978) believed that several competency studies showed racial

and socioeconomic impacts and that this pattern occurred where competency
testing programs were implemented. He concluded that the competency testing
movement in the United States was gaining considerably momentum, spurred by
legislators trying to be responsive to a public call for increased accountability of
elementary and secondary schools.

He also indicated that many competency

testing programs, however, were unfair to students and undermined public
education generally because they did not provide for adequate notice and phasein periods and were subject to other shortcomings.
Hall (1980) observed that there was increasing interest in reviewing
teacher hiring procedures to answer society's demand that students should be
accountable for providing their general and specific content knowledge. There
was a trend toward requiring teachers to pass state board examinations proving
competency in their chosen subject areas before they were hired. Hall reported
that measurement of effective teaching could take several forms, including
observation and ratings made by supervisors, administrators, or other teachers.
Measuring the achievement of students to evaluate teacher ·performance was
valid to an extent.

He concluded, however, that evaluation had long been a

controversial process in education.

The foremost goals of teacher evaluation
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should have been to stimulate, upgrade, and better equip teachers being
evaluated.
In another review, Valmont (1980) maintained that "minimum compe-

tency doesn't mean minimum teaching" (p. 4) by saying that many educators
thought the end result of minimum competency programs had been the lowering
of the quality of learning by most students.

In spite of the problems,

competency testing had brought about efforts (1) to discover how well teachers
were teaching all students to read, and (2) to examine the reading curricula more
carefully.
To adequately review the literature regarding competency testing, the
researcher also examined court decisions and litigation. For example, a federal
appeals court challenged the Florida minimum competency testing (MCT) in
Debra P. v. Turlington, questioning the viability of existing programs and
encouraging a reassessment of the extent to which MCT programs achieved their
stated goal of improving educational quality (cited in Turlington, 1981).

The

court, however, added its voice to the chorus warning of the harmful effects of
minimum competency testing and, after scrutinizing one major program, found
that MCT schemes violated the most basic tenets of fairness as embodied in the
U.S. Constitution (Pullin, 1981).
Pullin (1981) emphasized that, when educators implemented minimum
competency testing programs, their purpose unquestionably should be to choose
practices that were fair and educationally - sound.

The history of minimum

competency was marred by several examples of educational decision-making that
was neither in the best interest of students nor of public education. Pullin added
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that courts should not have to become involved in matters that the education
professions were clearly able to handle.
Turlington (1981) reported that the Florida Commissioner of Education
rebutted Pullin's (1981) article and considered Pullin biased.

According to the

Commissioner, the Florida School Boards Association, the Florida ParentTeacher Association, and the Florida Association of School Administrators
supported the MCT program, and every major newspaper in Florida supported the
testing program.

.

An implication of a landmark ruling on Florida's minimum competency
testing was reported by Popham and Lindheim (1981). Here also, a federal court
ruled that MCT must be fair; that is, they must measure what has been taught.
The court warned educators in the state to take note that "if a test is not fair,
using it to determine who graduates is a violation of the equal protection and due
process clauses of the U.S. Constitution" (p. 18). However, the trial court and
the appeals court agreed that a competency test should have content validity;
that is, according to the report, the test should measure a representative sample
of the universe of situation that the test purports to measure.
High quality MCT programs were integral to the survival of public
schooling, stated Popham (Popham & Lindheim, 1981), and such programs were
already in place and working well. MCT programs had enormous potential as a
means of improving education, ~nd they should be carefully refined into
sophisticated tools capable of increasing educational quality. Although critics of
MCT have leveled some strong attacks on MCT programs, Popham maintained
that high quality MCT programs would restore meaning to high school diplomas
and honesty to the appraisal of students' progress. He also maintained that, by
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systematically detecting and eliminating basic skills deficiencies, MCT programs
would markedly improve America's public schooling.
Riggs and Lewis (1979) revealed that, in some areas, the initiation of
MCT programs brought curricula changes in teacher education. They measured
the influence of the mandated MCT on teacher education curricula with 549
institutions whose teacher education programs were approved by the National
Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). From the 353 (64%)
responses, important differences were found among projected increases in
language skills as opposed to computational skills, anticipated increases in
coursework for language arts, methods of teaching writing, and methods of
teaching reading, which far exceeded those for mathematics coursework and
mathematics teaching methods. The degree of state-mandated testing programs
and projected emphasis on curricula and skill areas were determined by application of a chi-square test of statistical significance. Only five of the 17 variables
assessed were significantly affected by the implication of MCT programs (Riggs
& Lewis, 1979).

More recently, Stedman (1984) showed that tests were traditionally
used for at least two purposes: (1) to demonstrate knowledge and understanding
in specific academic subjects, and (2) to measure cumulative knowledge and
skills in order to acquire a degree, license, or certificate or to gain admission to
a specific program or curriculum. The true value of tests lay in the predictive
power or their ability to estimate success -in whatever was · to be measured.
Stedman (1984) also reported Munday and Davis' study of the American College
Testing scores, a study which stated that there was no relationship between adult
accomplishment and academic talent.

It implied that accomplishment in
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leadership, music, literature, art, drama, and science was uncorrelated with high
school or college grade point averages and certain test scores.

However,

Stedman's reports on these findings were not at all unusual or unexpected.
Several studies have researched the effectiveness of grading procedures
at the college level. For example, Pallett (1965) found no correlation between
college grades and ratings on eight dimensions which characterized success in
business. It was found, similarly, that academic success was independent of up
to 26 performance characteristics of physicians (Prince, Taylor, Richards, &:
Jacobson, 1963). Also, a review of 33 studies (Hoyt, 1965) indicated that grades
had little correlation with performance success when grade point averages were
compared to a supervisor's rating in teaching.
Beach and Reinhartz (1984) presented a teacher evaluation model based
on the use of an effective teaching criteria list.

Stodolsky (1984) reviewed

teacher evaluation practices with particular focus on the use of observation and
argued that direct observation was an inadequate evaluation technique because it
assumed that stability and consistency were necessary for effective teaching.
Stodolsky presented data showing that flexibility was a more accurate characterization of elementary level teaching.
McLaughlin (1984) observed that teacher evaluation could be an effective tool in school improvement. Principal inconsistency, insufficient time and
resources, and lack of evaluating skills were some difficulties in teacher
evaluation.

McLaughli,n further discussed .the use of evaluation as a means of

professional development.
Darling-Hammond (1984) observed the increasing use of class test
scores for rating teachers and reviewed arguments against this practice. Citing
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research pointing to a variety of influences on standardized test scores other
than teacher performance, Darling-Hammond concluded that teacher evaluation
must incorporate a variety of measures.
The Houston Plan on Staff Quality Assurance Program (Reagan et al.,
1983) required that teachers demonstrate competence in four areas: functional
academic skills, content area knowledge, methodology, and new technology. The
plan also described proficiency-based techniques used in teacher selection and in
diagnosing the needs of inservice teachers.
Burkett and Newton (~982) offered a plan for a competency-based
education program. Teachers needed to follow three steps: identify competencies needed by graduates, plan and provide learning activities to develop the
competencies identified, and verify acquisition of competencies by testing.
Vlaanderen (1982) reviewed the issues and implications of state policies
in teacher testing meant to improve instruction, competence, and the education
system. Vlaanderen presented arguments for teacher testing as quality controls
and to increase public confidence in schools.

Guidelines to consider before

implementing programs and testing alternatives were discussed.
Shanker and Ward (1982) discussed the developing shortages in teachers
and doubted the quality of candidates for collegiate teaching preparation. They
advocated a written examination series in basic skills, subject knowledge, and
general education and advocated an intended internship period to establish
competence.
In assessing the competency of science teachers, Okey and Capie (1980)

described a competency assessment system developed for use with preservice
and inservice teachers and reported the reliability and validity of the instrument.
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They also presented data from a trial of the assessment system with a group of
preservice teachers.

To a great extent, the validation research reflected the

difficulties that existed in the area of teacher effectiveness. Success at relating
the Teacher Performance Assessment Instruments (TPAI) scores and gains on the
Georgia Criterion Referenced Tests (Ellett, Capie, & Johnson, 1980).

The

strongest support came from a 1978 study in which every competency and
indicator correlated significantly with achievement gains (Ellett et al., 1980) and
from a 1980 study of student teachers wherein multiple correlation of teaching
performance and pupil achievement gains was near . 7 (Capie, Tobin, & Bowell,
1980).
Fox (1980) observed that MCT seemed here to stay. The challenge to
teachers was to promote public realization that test performance could not
completely measure complex skills, that mandated basic skills instruction might
have been an oversimplification of the teaching/learning process, and that the
definitions of minimum competence constantly changed.
Glass (1979) explained that both the psychology behind minimum
competency testing and the statistics used to determine the line between
competence and incompetence were attacked.

MCT was viewed as a crisis

created to discredit teachers and schools and as a means of invasion of public
education by state level bureaucrats and politicians.
Supporting the MCT movement, Panitz (1975) concluded that the
National Occupational Testing Institute, which provided a program of occupational competency examinations for vocational education, would enable individuals in vocational education to participate in higher education through
demonstrated competence.

Its efforts would assist in improving vocational
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education teacher competence and raise the professional recognition of vocational teachers.
Concerning the advantages and disadvantages of MCT, Henson and
Denton (1980) discussed MCT for high school students regarding its use,
potential, and administration.

Various suggestions were presented to help

teachers and administrators use the test results more effectively and minimize
students' or teachers' potential fears that low test scores would constitute a
barrier to a high school diploma.
Bridges (1984) reported that incompetent teachers must be identified
and helped; if they failed to improve, they must be dismissed. The article also
presented an eight-point strategy for school district administrators to use in
identifying and assisting less competent teachers.
Warner (1985) opined that a national test for teachers was needed and
would be one way to improve education. The test, created and administered by a
professional board, could be used to certify teachers. Those who failed the test
could be denied the right to teach. Also supporting tests for teachers, Shanker
(1985) favored a three-stage exmination, including tests of subject skills,
classroom judgment, and an internship -- an idea which was endorsed by USA's
Teacher's Colleges (Shanker, 1985). Shanker found that 57% of those surveyed
would welcome periodic testing.

On the other hand, critics said that no test

could pinpoint a good teacher but that a test could identify a bad teacher; there
were bad apples, as every school child knew-. It was those students at the bottom
of the academic barrel who had chosen to become teachers.
Schiffgens (1985) stated that testing teachers would be a "nightmare."
To improve education, America didn't need a national test but high-quality
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inservice programs to keep teachers abreast of the rapid changes in the science
of pedagogy.

Colleges and universities should adhere to standards for ad-

mittance to teacher education programs.
Warner (1985) stated that America was testing teacher-residency
programs, similar to the concept of doctor's residencies. A professional worked
with and was evaluated by other professionals in the same field, allowing
evaluators to assess on-the-job performance, teacher's plans and materials,
classroom procedures, and interpersonal skills.

College teacher training pro-

grams should not be based simply on coursework and "seat time" but on the
attainment of specific skills needed to success in the classroom.
Capie and Cronin (1986) studied all 7th-grade science teachers (n = 40)
in a large Georgia school district which included schools in suburban Atlanta and
rural outlying areas. One class of students was selected for each teacher to be
included in the study after considering the number of science classes taught by
the teacher, teacher preference, and scheduling convenience.

Of the 1,146

learners included, Capie and Cronin (1986) found a significant correlation (5-6)
between TPAI competency scores and mean class differences in learner achievement.
Concerning whether the National Teacher Examination could predict
classroom performance, Piper and O'Sullivan (1981) concluded that such achievement tests, although designed to measure academic knowledge, could also assess
accurately the skills of preservice teachers . trained in competency-based programs that emphasized classroom performance.

To support this observation,

university supervisors rated 32 elementary education majors on the Performance
Evaluation Instrument (PEI), which was designed to measure specific classroom
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competencies. Also administered were the NTE Common Examination and the
Elementary Area Examination.

Scores on the NTE subtests were highly

correlated (.93); however, the study found a significant correlation (.43) between
the PEI and NTE scores.
Some educators would argue that there was some basic knowledge that
all teachers needed and that requiring a command of this knowledge was
necessary for teaching to become a recognized profession. For example, Sikula

.

.

.

(1984) stated, "After all, doctors have medical exams and lawyers are required to
pass the bar" (p. 18). The literature in education revealed less exactness and
agreement upon the knowledge required to succeed; having no real consensus on
this matter suggested that flexibility rather than rigidity was in order.

Ac-

cording to Sikula (1984), an excellent reference for teacher educators was
Medley's (1982) teacher competency testing and the teacher educator:
Alternatives to paper-and-pencil testing of teacher competencies need to be developed.

The experience of taking a

multiple-choice test is very different from the experience of
interacting with a class. (p. 27)
Even with application-like questions, one needs to keep in
mind that not all of the problems that come up have known
solutions. . . . Tests often advocate value positions and take
stands on that teachers ought to do.

Not all the choices a

teacher makes can be definitely .scored as correct or incorrect. (p. 29)
Sikula (1984) further warned that caution must be taken in the use of
any standardized competency test as an exclusionary device in teacher selection
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or certification. According to Sikula, this was not equivalent to saying that such
examinations were useless.

If used in conjunction with other, more localized

certification and selection criteria, they could be useful and appropriate. It was
wise to use both norm-referenced and criterion-referenced measures.

Sikula

stated that it was best to use a variety of criteria in assessing a teacher's
potential and that such a posture should be encouraged by educators interested in
maintaining the diversity and strength of the American educational system.
Many studies examined the relationship of the National Teacher Examination to on-the-job performance.

Most of the studies used ratings by super-

visors or principals of students teachers or classroom teachers. Results of such
studies have been mixed, but generally low correlations have been observed
(Quirk, Witten, &. Weinberg, 1973). Andrews, Blackmon, Davidson, and Mackey
(1982) reviewed weighted common scores, selected area examinations, and
supervising teachers' ratings and reported both positive and negative correlations
that were significant.

However, Andrews et al. questioned the rating

instruments used for the study.

Using a low inference instrument, Medley and

Hill (1970) studied the relationship between common subtest scores of the NTE
and teaching styles and found correlations with a median of .25.
The Southern Regional Educational Board (1983) Task Force on Higher
Education strongly endorsed a policy of requiring minimal competency of teacher
applicants on content areas, despite the continuing charge that content mastery
had little to do with the ability of a teacher to perform in the -classroom. Thus,
the issue of whether there was a relationship between content mastery and the
ability to impart knowledge continued to be debated. The SREB investigated the
relationship in Georgia, it being the first state with a comprehensive assessment
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of beginning teacher performance skills as well as of content mastery.

A

bivariate correlation analysis was performed for the Teacher Certification Test
(TCT) and each performance competency category iQ the Teacher Performance
Assessment Instruments, using the PROC CORR (SAS, 1979). Examination of the
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients between the tests was quite
mixed;

however, no definitive answer emerged from this study of whether a

paper-and-pencil test and the ability to impart knowledge were related.
cording to the study, the data suggested two possibilities:

Ac-

either con tent

knowledge (as measured by the TCT) accounted for only a small percentage of
teacher performance or the performance instrument was not differenting
between those who did or did not perform (SAS, 1979).
Smith (1984) noted that the use of competency tests to certify teachers
forced both educators and the public to challenge the most cherished premise
underlying the philosophy of education in a democratic society: people (regardless of socioeconomic status, race, or creed) are guaranteed both excellence and
equity in their pursuits of education. On minority performance, Smith described
teacher competency tests as "the profession blacks may lose" (p. 7).
On the other hand, Mohr (1980), Scott (1979), Trammer (1980), and
Wright (1980) noted the detrimental effects of competency testing on the
professional pool of black teachers.

Providing the most recent comprehensive

analysis of historical and contemporary factors responsible for the diminishing
numbers of black teachers, Witty (1982) identified state-mandated competency
testing as a threat to the very "survival of black teachers in America" (p. 1). In
an analysis of unresolved issues posed by the newly-adopted Texas Teacher
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Assessment Program, Vargas (1983) forecast a similar threat to future Hispanic
teachers.
Smith (1984), in his call for balanced solutions, summarized that
competency testing forced equity and excellence to be dichotomized and
demanded an elitist shift from equity to excellence in the nation's thinking. A
democratic society could not have excellence in education without equity.
Flippo and Foster (1984) explained that competency testing was becoming an important consideration in qualifying teachers for state certification.
It was important that educators consider the possible positive and negative
effects of the development. It was observed that claims made by several states
(Georgia, Florida, Louisiana, and Oklahoma) implementing teacher certification
testing programs indicated that the quality of their newly-certified teachers had
improved.

In a negative sense, based on the variety of competency tests, it

appeared unlikely that reciprocity of teacher certification across the United
States would be encouraged by use of teacher competency examinations. Flippo
and Foster (1984) finally indicated that, increasingly, competency tests were
being developed and used by state departments of education for certification in
the teaching profession; therefore, professional educators were strongly urged
to participate in the development and revision of the content of these examinations.

Summary .

The review of literature in the area of competency testing and teacher
evaluation may be summarized: the perception that large numbers of unqualified
students were graduating from colleges and moving into teaching positions led

32
states to mandate tests for teachers and, in some cases, some type of on-the-job
assessment. Although the question of whether performance assessment accomplished its goal had been the concern of the public which continually demanded
accountability on the part of teachers, previous research tended to support the
idea that a teacher's knowledge base, as measured by a paper-and-pencil test, did
not have a linear relationship with the ability to "put it across" (Southern
Regional Education Board, 1983, p. 24).

However, researchers in this area of

education must look at current studies as much as possible because of the
changing nature of the field, primarily because of litigation from the public. The
review of literature showed that there was no definitive answer from the various
opinions concerning competency testing and studies on whether a paper-andpencil test and the ability to impart knowledge were related.

Chapter 3
DESIGN OF THE STUDY

This study was concerned with a comparison between the performance
of teachers who passed the TECAT and teachers who did not pass the TECA T.
This was an ex post facto study examining the relationship between the selected
school district's teacher competency tests and the ratings on the teacher
performance instruments. The research method was descriptive.

Population and Sampling Procedures

The population for this study consisted of 120 high school teachers
within the selected school district who taught for at least one year and were
certified. The teachers took the teacher competency tests during 1985 and 1986.
The sample was randomly selected from the total population of 948 teachers at
North Forest Independent School District (NFISD) by using a table of random
numbers (Kerlinger, 1973).

Data Collection

The data used in this study were secured from the official test records
of NFISD. The instruments used in obtaining the primary data were the TECAT
and NFISD's Teacher Appraisal Instruments (adopted from the Texas Teacher's
Appraisal System, TTAS; Texas Education Agency, 1986).
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Instrumentation
Texas Examination of Current Administrators and Teachers (TECAT)
In the summer of 1984, the 68th Texas legislature enacted House Bill 72

(Texas Education Agency, 1985), which called for Texas public school educators
to pass a test in reading and writing as a condition for continued certification.
The Texas State Board of Education, responding to House Bill 72, in its 1986
meeting established performance standards for the Texas Examination of Current Administrators and Teachers (TECAT) (Texas Education Agency, 1985).
TECA T was more than merely a performance assessment instrument; it was a
criterion-referenced test of key reading and writing skills needed by public
school educators in Texas. Designed to measure an individual's skills in relation
to an established level of performance rather than to other individuals who took
the TECAT, the test battery diagnosed specific needs for academic remediation
and provided an instructional model for the various remediation programs
sponsored by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) for its professional staff.
The TECAT consisted of two sections which were defined as sets of
skills called proficiencies. It was composed of both multiple-choice items and a
composition assignment.

TECAT - Reading Test

The reading section of the TECAT, which was composed of 55 multiplechoice items, was designed to measure the following skills:
1.

Detail.

Test items for this skill required examinees to answer

questions concerning details in reading selection. The two types of detail items
were specifics and sequence questions.
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2.

Main idea. Test items for this skill required examinees to select

the best statement of the main idea of a reading selection.
3.

Job-related vocabulary.

Test items for this skill required

examinees to exhibit an understanding of the meaning of terms they may have
encountered while reading educationally-relevant materials.
4.

Fact and opinion.

This skill required examinees to distinguish

between facts and opinions by correctly identifying both in a reading selection.
5.

Reference usage. Test items for this skill required examinees to

demonstrate that they could use reference materials properly. There were two
types: using a reference source and selecting reference source questions.
6.

Inference.

Test items for this skill required examinees to draw

conclusions from a reading selection. These conclusions were drawn solely from
information supplied in the selection.
A brief communication (typical of that which Texas educators might
have encountered during their professional responsibilities) was presented to
assess these skills.

TECAT- Writing Test

The writing section of the TECAT was composed of two parts, the first
containing 30 multiple~hoice items and the second requesting a short composition. The multiple-choc1e part of the writing test measured the following three
skills:
1.

Mechanics. Test items for this skill required examinees to identify

errors in capitalization, punctuation, or spelling from a written communication

36

that an educator might have had to write to students, parents, colleagues, or
community members.
2.

Sentence formation.

Test items for this skill required examinees

to identify errors in sentence formation from a written communication.
3.

English usage. This skill required examinees to identify errors in

English usage from a written communication.
A brief communication (typical of that which Texas educators might
have encountered during their professional responsibilities) was presented to
assess these skills. The composition. part of the TECAT writing test presented
two writing assignments, which were designed to elicit a sample of formal
writing relevant to the responsibilities of Texas educators. The examinees chose
one of the assignments and then wrote a response.

Teacher Appraisal Instrument

The Teacher Appraisal Instrument (TAI), a team approach to assessment
and assistance (adopted from the TEA's Teacher Appraisal System;

Texas

Education Agency, 1986), is an integral part of NFISD's plan for excellence.
Professional staff assessment is a necessary component for improving performance which will upgrade the quality of education for students.

The

establishment, monitoring, and assessment of standards of behavior and performance should be related to professional growth and student achievement. The
purpose of the performance assessment was to provide for instruction improvement, to measure adherence to standards, and to provide a basis for employment
decisions (Reagan, 1985). The system of assessment must be reliable, valid, and
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legal and should identify areas of strengths and weaknesses, improve communication, and develop priorities for improvement.
The components of the assessment were grouped into the following
categories: (1) observation of instructional proficiencies, (2) classroom management, (3) learning environment, (4) and professional responsibilities and growth.
The assessment teams were composed of any two or more of the following
administrators:

the principal, the assistant principal, the dean of instruction,

instructional supervisor, central office department head, magnet or Chapter I
coordinator, principal from another school, media coordinator, or program
coordinator. Each person rated the teacher independent of others. Ratings were
then recorded on a response form which was forwarded to a central office for
consolidation. Each teacher was rated two times for approximately 50 minutes
during the 1985-86 academic year.

Validity of the TAI

A job-relatedness survey was conducted, which served as the basis of
the content validation for teacher appraisal system (Texas Education Agency,
1986).

A sample of 30,000 teachers stratified by sex, race, teaching field,

teaching assignment, and years of experience was drawn;

surveys were dis-

tributed to those individuals throughout the local district offices. Teachers were
asked to respond to items in terms of their observability, importance, and
frequence of use. These items formed the basis of the teacher ·appraisal process.
Approximately 17,000 responses were received.
The pilot study included six Texas school districts: Slaton, Santa. Rosa,
Seguin, Grand Falls-Royalty, Port Arthur, and New Boston. Local appraisers in
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each district were trained to use the pilot instruments and procedures and
conducted teacher appraisals.

A public hearing was held by the Texas State

Board of Education, at which teachers, administrators, professional organizations, and school districts testified on the various aspects of the appraisal
system.

Revisions of the appraisal process, instrument, and training program

were made as indicated by the pilot study and by public comment.

Scoring Procedure
Texas Examination of Current Administrators and Teachers (TECAT)

National Computer Systems (NCS) of Iowa City, Iowa, an independent
agency contracted by the Texas Education Agency, scored the TECAT.

The

score report includes a score for each subtest taken, the passing score for each
subtest as set by the State Board of Education, and a pass indicator for each
subtest passed. The NCS score report includes a Proficiency Report and Mastery
Profile, which describes in detail the teacher's performance on the individual
subtests and helps to diagnose the specific strengths and weaknesses demonstrated on the TECAT.
Composition was scored by Measurement, Inc., of Durham, North
Carolina.

All compositions were independently scored by two experienced,

trained, and certified scorers using carefully-established scoring criteria. Discrepancies between the first two readers were resolved by a third reader.

Teacher Appraisal Instrument

The general TAI scoring procedure requires each data source to rate the
teacher being assessed on each proficiency by assigning to it a number (on a 1 to
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5 scale) to represent the descriptor which best defines the teacher's behavior.
The scores awarded by the data sources to each proficiency associated with a
competency are summed and divided by the number of ratings made.

To

determine an overall rating for a teacher, the assessors made the following
calculations:
1.

Add the ratings for learning environment/enthusiasm and deter-

mine the average.
2.

Add the ratings for instructional proficiencies and determine the

3.

Add the ratings for classroom management characteristics and

average.

determine the average.
4.

Add the ratings for professional responsibilities and determine the

5.

To weight the ratings, multiply the averaged instructional profi-

average.

ciencies by 2.

Add the weighted instructional proficiencies rating to the

classroom management, learning environment, and professional responsibilities
ratings to derive the total summary assessment rating.
To ensure fairness, assessments should be completed by keeping in mind
such factors as the resources available to teachers, students that they teach, and
the facilities of the school. Teachers are rated on what they do but should not
be rated low for reasons beyond their control. After a teacher has been assessed
with the TAI, the resulting data are consolidated and displayed in graphic form
on a performance profile.

UNIVE 11Y LmRARY
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Limitations

There were several general limitations that applied to the performance
assessment instruments.

Regarding the Teacher Appraisal Instrument, two

limitations, in particular, should be noted.
1.

This instrument provided evidence as to whether the teacher being

assessed could perform a given competency at a particular level of performance
when given the opportunity to do so. A high score on any competency test was in
no way a guarantee that the teacher would have performed in this manner had
there not been an assessment nor that the teacher would have consistently
performed in this manner in the future (Capie, Anderson, Johnson, &: Ellett,
1979).
2.

Competencies contained in the TAI were selected from among

those declared by experienced teachers as essential for effective teaching
performance. There were not to be considered a complete list of all essential
competencies or proficiencies.

Thus, one could not conclude that a teacher

possessing these competencies at a high level of proficiency was necessarily an
effective teacher (Capie, et al., 1979).

Treatment and Analysis of Data

The data were grouped into the following categories for analysis:
(1) rank on teacher competency test results, and (2) rank on teaching performance. The statistical procedure used to determine the level .of confidence
was the analysis of variance (ANOVA) technique. The .05 level of confidence
was used as the selection criterion.

41
Summary

Data for both dependent and independent variables were taken from the
data base of the Texas Education Agency and North Forest Independent School
District, which contained the TECAT scores and the results of NFISD's TAI. The
data were collected on the teachers who were certified and teaching in NFISD.
The analysis of variance technique (ANOVA) was used for the statistical
calculations. Results of this study are presented and discussed in Chapters 4 and

5.

Chapter 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA

The problem was to determine whether the perceived importance of the
teacher competency testing program could be used as predictors of teacher
performance. Data for the study consisted of the Texas Examination of Current
Administrators and Teachers (TECAT) scores and the teacher performance rating
scores earned by 120 randomly-selected high school teachers of the North Forest
Independent School District, greater Houston, Texas, during the 1985-86 academic year.

Summary of the Procedure

The primary data were collected from the TECAT results and the
teacher performance rating scores using the teacher appraisal instruments. The
researcher sought approval to collect data from the selected teacher files from
the superintendent of NFISD; response to this request came from the assistant
superintendent (Appendix A).

To collect data on each of the teacher demo-

graphic variables, the researcher utilized teacher files and data were coded using
the data pro forma summary sheet (Appendix B).

The analysis of variance

method was used to analyze the data. The data analysis enabled the researcher
to determine whether the variance in the TECAT could be compared with the
teacher performance variables, such as whether teacher performance could be
predicted from the TECA T results.
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Teacher Demographic Variables
From a population of 948 teachers in the North Forest Independent
School District, 120 were randomly selected for this study by using the table of
random numbers (Kerlinger, 1973). Of the subjects, 89 (7 4.2%) were females, 49
(40.8%) were age 25-35 years, 49 (40.8%) had 6-10 years' experience, and 60
(50.0%) had master's degrees. Further demographic information is presented in
Table 1.

Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of the Population

n

%

Female

31
89

25.8
74.2

25-35 years
36-45 years
46-55 years
56+ years

49
47
20
4

40.8
39.2
16.7
3.3

Experience
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
10-20 years
21 + years
No response

18
49
33
15
4

15.0
40.8

1

.8

59
60
1

49.2
50.0
.8

Variable
Sex

Male

Age

27.5
12.5
3.3

Educational level

B.S.

M.S.
Ph.D. or Ed.D.
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Testing the Hypotheses

The hypotheses were tested using the one-way analysis of variance
(ANOV A) technique, and standard deviations of the groups were compared. The
results of the various calculations are presented in the tables below.
Ho : For the total group, there is no statistically significant difference
1
between the mean teacher performance scores for teachers who passed the
TECA T and for teachers who did not pass the TECAT.
On the enthusiasm scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed
the TECAT was 13.01 (SD = 1. 79), while the mean score for the teachers who did
not pass the TECAT was 11.07 (SD = 2.36).

On the instructional proficiency

scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 16.14
(SD = 2.22), while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT
was 13.93 (SD= 2.36). On the classroom management scale, the mean score for
the teachers who passed the TECAT was 10.73 (SD= 1.58), while the mean score
for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 9.56 (SD = 2.13).

On the

professional responsibilities scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed
the TECAT was 17 .80 (SD = 2.83), while the mean score for the teachers who did
not pass the TECAT was 15.14 (SD = 3.37). On the total performance scale, the
mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 57 .68 (SD = 6.42), while
the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 49. 71
(SD = 8.80). These data are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations of the Total Group of Selected Teachers

Teachers who
passed TECAT
(n = 102)
SD
M

Scale

Teachers
who did not
pass TECAT
(n = 18)
SD
M

Total
group
(n = 120)
SD
M

Enthusiasm

13.01

1.79

11.07

2.36

12.72

1.99

Instructional
proficiency

16.14

2.22

13.93

2.36

15.81

2.36

Classroom
management

10.73

1.58

9.56

2.13

10.55

1.71

Professional
responsibilities

17.80

2.83

15.14

3.37

17.40

3.04

Total
performance

57.68

6.42

49.71

8.80

56.48

7.33

The analysis of variance (ANOV A) technique was performed for each of
the scales. For the enthusiasm scale, F ·= 16.00, which was significant at the .01
level (Table 3).

For the instructional proficiency scale, F = 14.19, which was

significant at the .01 level (Table 4).

For the classroom management scale,

F = 7.52, which was significant at the .01 level (Table 5).

For the professional

responsibilities scale, F = 12. 73, which was significant at the .01 level (Table 6).
For total performance, F = 20.96, which was significant at the .01 level (Table
7). Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected, with teachers who passed the TECAT
having significantly greater mean performance scores than did·. teachers who did
not pass the TECAT, on enthusiasm, instructional proficiency, classroom
management, professional responsibilities, and total performance.
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Table 3
Analysis of Variance (Total Group):
Fnthusiasm

Source

ss

Between groups

57.21

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

57.21

16.07

S**

420.01

118

3.56

477.22

119

MS

F

Cone.

14.79

S**

OF

CV= 3.94
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Table 4
Analysis of Variance (Total Group):
Instructional Proficiency
Source

ss

Between groups

74.51

1

74.51

Within groups

594.45

118

5.04

Total

668.96

119

OF

CV= 3.94
* = Significant at the .05 level (p< .05)

**

= Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)
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Table 5
Analysis of Variance (Total Group):
Classroom Management
Source

ss

Between groups

21.18

1

21.18

Within groups

331.14

118

2.81

Total

352.26

119

DF

MS

F

7.52

Cone.
S**

CV= 6.90
* = Significant at the .05 level (p< .05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

Table 6
Analysis of Variance (Total Group):
Professional Responsibilities
Source
Between groups

ss

DF

MS

F

Cone.

12.73

S**

107.89

1

107.89

Within groups

1000.08

118

8.47

Total

1107. 97

119

CV= 6.90
* = Significant at the .05 level (p< .05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p< .01)
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Table 7
Analysis of Variance (Total Group):

Total Performance

ss

Source

-

DF

MS

F

Cone.

20.96

S**

972.09

1

972.09

Within

5471.71

118

46.37

Tot~l

6443.80

119

Between groups

CV= 6.90
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Ho 2: There is no statistically significant diff ere nee between the mean
teacher performance scores for teachers who passed the TECAT and for teachers
who did not pass the TECAT, when compared by sex.
On the enthusiasm scale, the mean score for the male teachers who
passed the TECAT was 12.75 (SD = 1.93), while the mean score for the male
teachers who did not pass the TECA T was 11.17 (SD = 2.05). On the instructional
proficiency scale, the mean score for the male teachers who passed the TECAT
was 15.96 (SD = 1.60), while the mean score for the male teachers who did not
pass the TECAT was 13.94 (SD = 2.31). On the classroom management scale, the
mean score for the male teachers who passed the TECAT was 10.05 (SD= 1.37),
while the mean score for the male teachers who did not pass the TECAT was
10.04 (SD = 1.33). On the professional responsibilities scale, the mean score for
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the male teachers who passed the TECAT was 17 .25 (SD = 3.35), while the mean
score for the male teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 15.80 (SD = 2.95).
On the total performance scale, the mean score for the male teachers who
passed the TECAT was 56.02 (SD = 6.12), while the mean score for the male
teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 50.91 (SD = 7.25).

These data are

presented in Table 8.

Table 8
Means and Standard Deviations by Sex:
Males

Scale

Teachers who
passed TECA T
(n = 23)
M
SD

Teachers
who did not
pass TECAT
(n = 8)
M
SD

Total
group
(n = 31)
M
SD

Enthusiasm

12.75

1.93

11.17

2.05

12.35

2.02

Instructional
proficiency

15.96

1.60

13.94

2.31

15.44

1.95

Classroom
management

10. 05

1. 37

10.04

1.33

10.04

1.33

Professional
responsibilities

17.25

3.35

15.8

2.95

16.87

3.22

Total
performance

56.02

6.12

50.91

7.25

54.7

6.59
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For males, the analysis of variance (ANOVA) technique was performed
for each of the scales.

For the enthusiasm scale, F = 3.86, which was not

significant {Table 9). For the instructional proficiency scale, F = 7.49, which was
significant at the .05 level (Table 10).

For the classroom management scale,

F = 0.01, which was not significant (Table 11). For the professional responsibilities scale, F = 1.17, which was not significant (Table 12). For total performance,
F = 3.77, which was not significant (Table 13). Thus, the null hypothesis was not
rejected, with male teachers who passed the TECAT not having significantly
greater mean score~ than did teachers who did not pass the TECAT.

Table 9
Analysis of Variance (Males):
F.nthusiasm

Source

ss

Between groups

14.85

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

14.85

3.86

NS

111.57

29

3.85

126.42

30

DP

CV= 4.18
* = Significant at the .05 level (p< .05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p< .01)
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Table 10
Analysis of Variance (Males):
Instructional Proficiency
Source

ss

Between groups

24.19

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

24.20

7.49

S*

93.72

29

3.23

117. 91

30

DF

CV= 4.18
* = Significant at the .05 level (p< .05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p< .01)

Table 11
Analysis of Variance (Males):
Classroom Management
Source

ss

Between groups

0.02

1

Within groups

55.28

29

Total

55.30

30

DF

CV= 7.60
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

MS
0.02

F

Cone.

0.01

NS
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Table 12
Analysis of Variance (Males):
Professional Responsibilities
Source

ss

Between groups

12.44

1

12.44

Within groups

308.22

29

10.63

Total

.320.66

30

DF

MS

F

1.17

Cone.

NS

CV= 4.18
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
** = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Table 13
Analysis of Variance (Males):
Total Performance
Source
Between groups

ss

DF

MS

154.68

1

154.68

Within groups

1191.16

29

41.07

Total

1345.30

CV= 4.18
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

F

3.77

Cone.
NS
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On the enthusiasm scale, the mean score for the fem ale teachers who
passed the TECAT was 13.08 (SD= 1.76), while the mean score for the female
teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 10.99 (SD= 2.70). On the instructional
proficiency scale, the mean score for the fem ale teachers who passed the
TECAT was 16.19 (SD= 2.38), while the mean score for the female teachers who
did not pass the TECAT was 15.94 (SD= 2.48). On the classroom management
scale, the mean score for the female teachers who passed the TECAT was 10.93
(SD = 1.60), while the mean score for the fem ale teachers who did not pass the
TECAT was 9.20 (SD = 2.59). On the professional responsibilities scale, the mean
score for the female teachers who passed the TECAT was 17 .96 (SD = 2.66),
while the mean score for the fem ale teachers who did not pass the TECA T was
14.62 (SD = 3. 75).

On the total performance scale, the mean score for the

female teachers who passed the TECAT was 58.16 (SD= 6.46), while the mean
score for the fem ale teachers who did not pass the TE CAT was 48. 7 4
(SD = 10.14). These data are presented in Table 14.
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Table 14
Means and Standard Deviations by Sex:
Females

Teachers who
passed TECAT
(n =79)
SD
M

Scale

Teachers
who did not
pass TECAT
(n =10)
SD
M

Total
group
(n =89)
SD
M

Enthusiasm

13.08

1.76

10.99

2.70

12.84

1.97

·Instructional
proficiency

16.19

2.38

15.94

2.48

15.94

2.48

Classroom
management

10.93

1.60

9.20

2.59

10.73

1. 79

Professional
responsibilities

17.96

2.66

14.62

3.75

17.59

2.95

Total
performance

58.16

6.46

48.74

10.14

57.10

7.47

For females, the analysis of variance (ANOVA) technique was performed for each of the scales. For the enthusiasm scale, F = 10.99, which was
significant at the .01 level (Table 15).

For the instructional proficiency scale,

F = 7.91, which was significant at the .01 level (Table 16).

For the classroom

management scale, F = 8.87, which was significant at the .01 level (Table 17).
For the professional responsibilities scale, F = 12. 7 4, which was significant at the
.01 level (Table 18). For total performance, F = 16.40, which was significant at
the .01 level (Table 19).

Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected, with female

teachers who passed the TECA T having significantly greater mean scores than
did fem ale teachers who did not pass the TE CAT.
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Table 15
Analysis of Variance (Females):
F.nthusiesm
Source

ss

Between groups

38.71

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

38.71

10.99

S**

306.44

87

3.52

345.16

88

MS

F

Cone.

7.91

S**

DF

CV= 3.96
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Table 16
Analysis of Variance (Females):
Instructional Proficiency
Source

ss

Between groups

45.48

1

45.48

Within groups

499.73

87

5.74

Total

545.21

88

DF

CV= 3.96
* = Significant at the .05 level (p< .05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level {p< .01)
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Table 17
Analysis of Variance (Females):
Classroom Management
Source

ss

Between groups

26.46

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

26.46

8.87

S**

259.53

87

2.98

285.99

88

DF

CV= 3.96
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Table 18
Analysis of Variance (Females):
Professional Responsibilities
Source

ss

Between groups

99.06

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

99.06

12.74

S**

676.62

87

7.78

775.69

88

DF

CV= 3.96
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
** = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)
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Table 19
Analysis of Variance (Females):
Total Performance

ss

Source

DF

MS

F

Cone.

16.40

S**

787.58

1

787.58

Within groups

4177.83

87

48.02

Total

4965.41

88

Between groups

CV= 3.96
* = Significant at the .05 level (o<.05)
** = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Ho : There is no statistically significant difference between the mean
3
teacher performance scores for teachers who passed the TECAT and for teachers
who did not pass the TECAT, when compared by age.
These data are for teachers 25 to 35 years old.

On the enthusiasm

scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 12.73
(SD = 1.91), while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT
was 11.39 (SD = 1.62). On the instructional proficiency scale, the mean score for
the teachers who passed the TECAT was 15.69 (SD = 1.81), while the mean score
for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 14.13 (SD = 1.81).

On the

classroom management scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the
TECAT was 10.31 (SD= 1.72), while the mean score for the teachers who did not
pass the TECAT was 10.64 (SD= 1.98). On the professional responsibilities scale,
the mean score for the teachers who passed the TE CAT was 17 .43 (SD = 3.5 2),
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while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 16.34
(SD = 2.22).

On the 'total performance scale, the mean score for the teachers

who passed the TECAT was 56.16 (SD = 7 .43), while the mean score for the
teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 52.49 (SD = 5.47).

These data are

presented in Table 20.

Table 20
Means and Standard Deviations by Age:
25-35 Years Old

Teachers who
passed TECAT
(n = 41)
Scale

Teachers
who did not
pass TECAT
(n = 8)

Total
group
(n = 49)

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Enthusiasm

12.73

1.91

11.39

1.62

12.51

1.90

Instructional
proficiency

15.69

1.81

14.13

1.81

15.43

2.14

Classroom
management

10.31

1. 72

10.64

1.98

10.37

1. 73

Professional
responsibilities

17.43

3.52

16.34

2.22

17.25

3.31

Total
performance

56.16

7.48

52.49

5.47

55.56

7.20
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These data are for teachers 25 to 35 years old. The analysis of variance
(ANOV A) technique was performed for each of the scales. For the enthusiasm
scale, F = 3.48, which was not significant (Table 21).

For the instructional

proficiency scale, F = 3.69, which was not significant (Table 22).

For the

classroom management scale, F = 0.23, which was not significant (Table 23). For _
the professional responsibilities scale, F = 0. 71, which was not significant (Table
24). For total performance, F = 1.7 4, which was not significant (Table 25). Thus,
for this category, the null hypothesis was not rejected, with teachers who passed
the TECAT not having significantly greater mean performance scores than did
teachers who did not pass the TECAT.

Table 21
Analysis of Variance (25-35 Years Old):
Enthusiasm

Source

ss

Between groups

12.14

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

12.14

3.48

NS

164.06

47

3.49

176.20

48

DF

CV= 4.05
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 ievel (p<.01)
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Table 22
Analysis of Variance (25-35 Years Old):
Instructional Proficiency
Source

ss

Between groups

16.30

1

16.30

Within groups

207.79

47

4.42

Total

224.08

48

DF

MS

F

3.69

Cone.
NS

CV= 4.05
* = Significant at the .05 level {p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level {p<.01)

Table 23
Analysis of Variance (25-35 Years Old):
Cl.a.s.Yoom Management
Source

ss

Between groups

0. 71

1

0.71

Within groups

146.04

47

3.11

Total

146.75

48

DF

CV= 4.05
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

MS

F

Cone.

0.23

NS
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Table 24
Analysis of Variance (25-35 Years Old):

Professional Responsibilities
Source

ss

DF

MS

8.01

1

8.01

Within groups

530.03

47

11.28

Total

538.04

48

Between groups

F

0.71

Cone.
NS

CV= 4.05
* = Significant at the .05 level (p< .05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Table 25
Analysis of Variance (25-35 Years Old):

Total Performance
Source

ss

Between groups

90.45

1

90.45

Within groups

2447.02

47

52.06

Total

2537.47

48

DF

CV= 4.05
* = Significant at the .05 level (p< .05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p< .01)

MS

F

1.74

Cone.
NS
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These data are for teachers 36 to 45 years old.

On the enthusiasm

scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 13.12
(SD= 1.73), while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT
was 10.90 (SD = 0.17). On the instructional proficiency scale, the mean score for
the teachers who passed the TECAT was 16.32 (SD= 2.18), while the mean score
for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 12.50 (SD= 1.50).

On the

classroom management scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the
TECAT was 10.98 (SD= 1.44), while the mean score for the teachers who did not
pass the TECA T was 8.00 (SD = 0.50). On the professional responsibilities scale,
the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 18.30 (SD = 1.95),
while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 11.67
(SD = 3.8 2).

On the total performance scale, the mean score for the teachers

who passed the TECAT was 58. 72 (SD = 5.28), while the mean score for the
teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 43.07 (SD = 5. 78).
presented in Table 26.

These data are
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Table 26
Means and Standard Deviations by Age:
36-45 Years Old

Teachers who
passed TECAT
(n = 44)
SD
M

Scale

Teachers
who did not
pass TECAT
(n = 3)
SD
M

Total
group
(n = 47)
SD
M

Enthusiasm

13.12

1.73

10.90

0.17

12.98

1. 74

Instructional
proficiency

16.32

2.18

12.50

1.50

16.07

2.30

Classroom
management

10.98

1.44

8.00

0.50

10. 79

1.57

Professional
responsibilities

18.30

1.95

11.67

3.82

17.87

2.59

Total
performance

58.72

5.28

43.07

5.78

57.72

6.45

These data are for teachers 36 to 45 years old. The analysis of variance
(ANOV A) technique was performed for each of the scales. For the enthusiasm
scale, F = 4.83, which was significant at the .05 level (Table 27).

For the

instructional proficiency scale, F = 8.85, which was significant at the .01 level
(Table 28). For the classroom management scale, F = 12.43, which was significant at the .01 level (Table 29).

For ttie. professional responsibilities scale,

F = 28.92, which was significant at the .01 level (Table 30).

For total

performance, F = 24.47, which was significant at the .01 level (Table 31). Thus,
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for this category, the null hypothesis was rejected, with teachers who passed the
TECAT having significantly greater mean performance scores than did teachers
who did not pass the TECAT.

Table 27
Analysis of Variance (36-45 Years Old):

Enthusiasm

ss

Source

DF

MS

13.86

1

13.86

Within groups

129.24

45

2.87

Total

143 .11

46

Between groups

*

F

4.83

Cone.
S*

CV= 4.06
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Table 28
Analysis of Variance (36-45 Years Old):
Instructional Proficiency

Source

ss

Between groups

40.94

1

40.94

Within groups

208.09

45

4.62

Total

249.03

46

DF

CV= 7.24
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

MS

F

8.85

Cone.
S**
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Table 29
Analysis of Variance (36-45 Years Old):

Classroom Management
Source

ss

Between groups

24.93

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

24.93

12.43

S**

90.25

45

2.01

115 .18

46

MS

F

Cone.

28.92

S**

DF

CV= 7.24
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Table 30
Analysis of Variance (36-45 Years Old):
Profesmonal Responsibilities
Source

ss

DF

Between groups

123.49

1

123.49

Within groups

192.16

45

4.27

Total

315.65

46

CV= 7.24
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)
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Table 31
Analysis of Variance (36-45 Years Old):
Total Performance

ss

Source
Between groups

DF

MS

F

Cone.

24.47

S**

688.00

1

688.00

Within groups

1265.27

45

28.12

'fotal

1953.27

46

CV= 7.24
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

These data are for teachers 46 to 55 years old.
scale,

On the enthusiasm

the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 13.41

(SD = 1. 76), while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT
was 11.80 (SD = 3. 7 4). On the instructional proficiency scale, the mean score for
the teachers who passed the TECAT was 16.88 (SD = 2.58), while the mean score
for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 14. 76 (SD = 3.54).

On the

classroom management scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the
TECAT was 11.07 (SD = 1.54), while the mean score for the teachers who did not
pass the TECAT was 9.08 (SD = 2. 70). On the professional responsibilities scale,
the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 17.17 (SD= 2.91),
while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 15.90
(SD = 4.31).

On the total performance scale, the mean score for the teachers
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who passed the TECAT was 58.52 (SD = 6.33), while the mean score for the
teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 51.54 (SD = 13.69).

These data are

presented in Table 32.

Table 32
Means and Standard Deviations by Age:
46-55 Years Old

Scale

Teachers who
passed TECAT
(n = 15)
M
SD

Teachers
who did not
pass TECAT
(n = 5)
M
SD

Total
group
(n = 20)
M
SD

Enthusiasm

13.41

1.76

11.80

3.74

13.01

2.34

Instructional
proficiency

16.88

2.58

14.76

3.54

16.35

2.83

Classroom
management

11.07

1.54

9.08

2.70

10.57

1.96

Professional
responsibilities

17.17

2.91

15.90

4.31

16.85

3.15

Total
performance

58.52

6.33

51.54

13.69

56.78

8.64

68
These data are for teachers 46 to 5 5 years old. · The analysis of variance
(ANOV A) technique was performed for each of the scales. For the enthusiasm
scale, F = 1.76, which was not significant (Table 33).

For the instructional

proficiency scale, F = 2.11, which was not significant (Table 34).

For the

classroom management scale, F = 4.28, which was not significant (Table 35). For
the professional responsibilities scale, F = 0.56, which was not significant (Table
36). For total performance, F = 2.51, which was significant (Table 37). Thus, for
this category, the null hypothesis was not rejected, with teachers who passed the
TECA T not having significantly greater mean scores than did teachers who did
not pass the TECAT.

Table 33
Analysis of Variance (46-55 Years Old):
Enthusiasm

Source

ss

Between groups

9.76

1

9.76

99.60

18

5.53

109.36

19

Within groups
Total

DF

CV= 4.38
* = Significant at the .05 level (p< .05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

MS

F

Cone.

1. 76

NS
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Table 34
Analysis of Variance (46-55 Years Old):
Instructional Proficiency
Source

ss

Between groups

16.85

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

16.85

2 .11

NS

143.52

18

7.97

160.37

19

DF

CV= 4.38

*
**

= Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
= Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Table 35
Analysis of Variance (46-55 Years Old):
Classroom Management
Source

ss

Between groups

14.80

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

14.80

4.28

NS

62.24

18

3.46

77.04

19

DF

CV= 4.38
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the . 01 level (p <.01)
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Table 36
Analysis of Variance (46-55 Years Old):
Professional Responsibilities
Source

ss

DF

MS

6.02

1

6.02

Within groups

192.45

18

10.69

Total

198.47

19

Between groups

F

0.56

Cone.
NS

-----

CV= 4.38
* = Significant at the .05 level (o<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Table 37
Analysis of Variance (46-55 Years Old):
Total Performance
Source
Between groups

ss

DF

MS

183.05

1

183.05

Within groups

1311.08

18

72.84

Total

1494.13

19

CV= 4.38

* =
** =

Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
Significant at the .01 level (p< .01)

F

2.51

Cone.
NS
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These data are for teachers 56+ years old. On the enthusiasm scale, the
mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 12.95 (SD = 0.64), while
the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 8.25
(SD = 1.06).

On the instructional proficiency scale, the mean score for the

teachers who passed the TECAT was 16.00 (SD = 0.0), while the mean score for
the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 13.25 (SD = 2.47).

On the

classroom management scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the
TECAT was 11.30 (SD = 1.06), while the mean score for the teachers who did not
pass the TECA T was 8. 7 5 (SD = 1.06). On the professional responsibilities scale,
the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 19.15 (SD= 1.91),
while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 13.70
(SD = 0.99).

On the total performance scale, the mean score for the teachers

who passed the TECAT was 59.40 (SD = 0.85), while the mean score for the
teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 43.95 (SD = 3.46). These data are
presented in Table 38.
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Table 38
Means and Standard Deviations by Age:
56+ Years Old

Teachers who
passed TECAT
(n =2)
SD
M

Scale

Teachers
who did not
pass TECAT
(n =2)
SD
M

Total
group
(n =4)
SD
M

Enthusiasm

12.95

0.64

8.25

1.06

10.60

2.42

Instructional
proficiency

16.00

0.0

13.25

2.47

14.63

1.85

Classroom
management

11.30

1.06

8.75

1.06

10.03

1.40

Professional
responsibilities

19.15

1.91

13.70

0.99

16.43

2.93

Total
performance

59.40

0.85

43.95

3.46

51.68

7.93

These data are for teachers 56+ years old.

The analysis of variance

(ANOV A) technique was performed for each of the scales. For the enthusiasm
scale, F = 28.88, which was significant at the .05 level (Table 39).

For the

instructional proficiency scale, F = 2.47, which was not significant (Table 40).
For the classroom management scale, F = 9.97, which was not significant (Table
41).

For the professional responsibilities · scale, F = 12.84~- which was not

significant (Table 42). For total performance, F = 37 .52, which was significant

\
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at the .05 level (Table 43).

Thus, for this category, the null hypothesis was

rejected, with teachers who passed the TECAT having significantly greater mean
scores than did teachers who did not pass the TECAT, on enthusiasm and total
performance. For instructional proficiency, classroom management, and professional responsibilities scales, the difference may have occurred by chance less
than 5% of the time.

Table 39
Analysis of Variance (56+ Years Old):
Enthusiasm

Source

ss

Between groups

22.09

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

22.09

28.88

S*

1. 53

2

.76

23.62

3

DF

CV= 18.51
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)

* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)
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Table 40
Analysis of Variance (56+ Years Old):
Instructional Proficiency
Source

ss

Between groups

7.56

1

7.56

Within groups

6.13

2

3.06

13.69

3

Total

DF

MS

F

2.47

Cone.
NS

CV= 18.51
* = Significant at the .05 leyel (p< .05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p< .01)

Table 41
Analysis of Variance (56+ Years Old):
Classroom Management
Source

ss

DF

MS

Between groups

6.50

1

6.50

Within groups

1.30

2

0.65

Total

7.80

3

CV= 18.51
* = Significant at the .05 level (p< .05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p< .01)

F

9.97

Cone.
NS

I
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Table 42
Analysis of Variance (56+ Years Old):
Professional Responsibilities
Source

ss

Between groups

29.70

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

29.70

12.84

NS

4.62

2

2.31

34.32

3

MS

F

Cone.

37.52

S*

DF

CV= 18.51
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

Table 43
Analysis of Variance (56+ Years Old):
Total Performance
Source
Between groups
Within groups
Total

ss

DF

238.70

1

238.70

12.72

2

6.36

251. 42

3

CV= 18.51
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

I
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Ho 4: There is no statistically significant difference between the mean
teacher performance scores for teachers who passed the TECAT and for teachers
who did not pass the TECAT, when compared by experience.
These data are for teachers with 1 to 5 years' experience.

On the

enthusiasm scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECA T was
11.65 (SD = 1. 7 0), while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the
TECAT was 11.22 (SD = 2.26). On the instructional proficiency scale, the mean
score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 14.33 (SD = 1.43), while the
mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 14.00 (SD = 1.84).
On the classroom management scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed
the TECA T was 9.26 (SD = 1.45), while the mean score for the teachers who did
not pass the TE CAT was 10.62 (SD = 2.17). On the professional responsibilities
scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 16.67
(SD = 3.43), while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT
was 15.84 (SD = 1.80). On the total performance scale, the mean score for the
teachers who passed the TECAT was 51.92 (SD = 5.92), while the mean score for
the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 51.68 (SD= 5.78). These data are
presented in Table 44.

I
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Table 44
Means and Standard Deviations by Experience:
1-5 Years

Teachers who
passed TECA T
(n =13)
SD
M

Scale

Teachers
who did not
pass TECAT
(n =5)
SD
M

Total
group
(n =18)
SD
M

Enthusiasm

11.65

1.70

11.22

2.26

11.53

1.76

Instructional
proficiency

14.33

1.43

14.00

1.84

14.24

1.46

Classroom
management

9.26

1.45

10.62

2.17

9.64

1.68

Professional
responsibilities

16.67

3.34

15.84

1.80

16.44

2.88

Total
performance

51.92

5.92

51.68

5.78

51.85

5.55

These data are for teachers with 1 to 5 years' experience. The analysis
of variance (ANOV A) technique was performed for each of the scales. For the
enthusiasm scale, F = 0.20, which was not significant (Table 45).

For the

instructional proficiency scale, F = 0.17, which was not significant (Table 46).
For the classroom management scale, F = 2.41, which was not significant (Table
47). For the professional responsibilities scale, F = 0.27, which was not significant (Table 48).

For total performance, F = 0.01, which was not significant

(Table 49). Thus, for this category, the null hypothesis was not rejected, with
teachers who passed the TECA T not having significantly greater mean performance scores than did teachers who did not pass the TECAT.
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Table 45
Analysis of Variance (1-5 Years' Experience):
Fnthmiasm
Source

ss

DF

MS

.68

1

.68

Within groups

55.06

16

3.44

Total

55.74

17

Between groups

F

0.20

Cone.
NS

CV= 4.49
* = Significant at the .05 level (p< .05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p< .01)

Table 46
Analysis of Variance (1-5 Years' Experience):

Instructional Proficiency
Source

ss

Between groups

0.40

Within groups
Total

MS

F

1

0.40

.17

38.16

16

2.39

38.56

17

DF

CV= 4.49
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Cone.
NS
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Table 4'1
Analysis of Variance (1-5 Years' Experience):
~ m Management
Source

ss

DF

MS

6.66

1

6.66

Within groups

44.26

16

2.77

.Total

50.~2

17

Between groups

F

2.41

Cone.
NS

CV= 4.49
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

Table 48
Analysis of Variance (1-5 Years' Experience):
Profesmonal Responsibilities
Source

ss

Between groups

2.48

1

2.48

Within groups

147.08

16

9.19

Total

149.56

17

DF

CV= 4.49
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

MS

F

Cone.

0.27

NS
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Table 49
Analysis of Variance (1-5 Years' Experience):
Total Performance
Source

ss

Between groups

0.20

1

0.20

Within groups

553.86

16

34.62

Total

554.06

17

DF

MS

F

Cone.

0.01

NS

CV= 4.49
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

These data are for teachers with 6 to 10 years' experience.

On the

enthusiasm scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was
12.8 (SD = 1.52), while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the
TECAT was 11.50 (SD= 2.12). On the instructional proficiency scale, the mean
score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 15.77 (SD = 1.85), while the
mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 14.21 (SD = 2.93).
On the classroom management scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed
the TECAT was 10.65 (SD = 1.48), while the mean score for the teachers who did
not pass the TECAT was 9.71 (SD= 1.73).

On the professional responsibilities

scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 17 .55
(SD = 3.02), while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT
was 15.21 (SD = 4.44). On the total performance scale, the mean score for the
teachers who passed the TECAT was 56. 77 (SD = 5. 72), while the mean score for
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the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 50.64 (SD = 9.86). These data are
presented in Table 50.

Table 50
Means and Standard Deviations by Experience:
6-10 Years

Teachers who
passed TECAT
(n = 42)
SD
M

Scale ·

Teachers
who did not
pass TECAT
(n = 7)
SD
M

Total
group
(n = 49)
SD
M

Enthusiasm

12.80

1.52

11.50

2.12

12.61

1.64

Instructional
proficiency

15.77

1.85

14.21

2.93

15.55

2.06

Classroom
management

10.65

1.48

9.71

1. 73

10.52

1. 52

Professional
responsibilities

17.55

3.02

15.21

4.44

17.22

3.27

Total
performance

56.77

5.72

50.64

9.86

55.90

6.62

These data are for teachers with 6 to 10 years' experience.

The

analysis of variance (ANOV A) technique was performed for each of the scales.
For the enthusiasm scale, F = 3.92, which was· not significant (Table 51). For the
instructional proficiency scale, F = 3.56, which was not significant (Table 52).
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For the classroom management scale, F = 2. 28, which was not significant (Table
53). For the professional responsibilities scale, F = 3.13, which was not significant (Table 54). For total performance, F = 5.51, which was significant at the
.05 level (Table 55).

Thus, for this category, the null hypothesis was not

rejected, with teachers who passed the TECA T not having significantly greater
mean performance scores than did teachers who did not pass the TECAT, on
enthusiasm, instructional proficiency, classroom management, and professional
responsibilities.

However, the difference observed on the total performance

scale occurred by chance more than 5% of the time.

Table 51
Analysis of Variance (6-10 Years' Experience):

Enthusiasm

Source

ss

Between groups

10.14

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

10.14

3.92

NS

121. 48

47

2.58

1.31. 62

48

DF

CV= 4.05
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)
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Table 52
Analysis of Variance (6-10 Years' Experience):
Instructional Proficiency
Source

ss

Between groups

14.59

1

14.59

Within groups

192.39

47

4.09

Total

206.98

48

DF

MS

F

3.56

Cone.
NS

CV= 4.05
.
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

Table 53
Analysis of Variance (6-10 Years' Experience}:
Classroom Management
Source
Between groups

ss

DF

MS

5.25

1

5.25

Within groups

108 .11

47

2.30

Total

113. 36

48

CV= 4.05
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

F

2.28

Cone.
NS
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Table 54
Analysis of Variance (6-10 Years' Experience):
Professional Responsibilities
Source

ss

Between groups

32.73

1

32.73

Within groups

491.43

47

10.46

Total

524.16

48

DF

MS

F

3.13

Cone.
NS

CV= 4.05
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

Table 55
Analysis of Variance (6-10 Years' Experience):
Total Performance
Source
Between groups

ss

DF

MS

225.53

1

225.53

Within groups

1923.69

47

40.93

Total

2149.22

48

CV= 4.05
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

F

5.51

Cone.
S*
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These data are for teachers with 11 to 15 years' experience.

On the

enthusiasm scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was
13.70 (SD= 1.99), while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the
TECAT was 9.28 (SD = 2.86).

On the instructional proficiency scale, the mean

score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 17 .08 (SD = 2.49), while the
mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 13.20 (SD = 2.62).
On the classroom management scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed
the TECAT was 11.24 (SD = 1.58), while the mean score for the teachers who did
not pass the TECAT was 8.00 (SD = 2.86).

On the professional responsibilities

scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 18. 7 4
(SD = 2.18), while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT
was 14.18 (SD = 4.32). On the total performance scale, the mean score for the
teachers who passed the TECAT was 60. 76 (SD = 6.32), while the mean score for
the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 44.65 (SD = 12.10). These data are
presented in Table 5 6.
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Table 56
Means and Standard Deviations by Experience:
11-15 Years

Teachers who
passed TECAT
(n = 29)
SD
M

Scale

Teachers
who did not
pass TECAT
(n = 4)
SD
M

Total
group
(n = 33)
SD
M

Enthusiasm

13.70

1.99

9.28

2.86

13. i .6

2.49

Instructional
proficiency

17.08

2.49

13.20

2.62

16.61

2.73

Classroom
management

11.24

1.58

8.00

2.86

10.85

1.99

Professional
responsibilities

18.74

2.18

14.18

4.32

18.19

2.82

Total
performance .

60.76

6.32

44.65

12.10

58.81

8.65

These data are for teachers with 11 to 15 years' experience.

The

analysis of variance (ANOVA) technique was performed for each of the scales.
For the enthusiasm scale, F = 15.7 4, which was significant at the .01 level (Table

57). For the instructional proficiency scale, F = 8.47, which was significant at
the .01 level (Table 58). For the classroom management scale, F = 12.11, which
was significant at the .01 level (Table 59). For the professional responsibilities
scale, F = 12.06, which was significant at the .01 level (Table 60).

For total

performance, F = 18.17, which was significant at the .01 level (Table 61). Thus,
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for this category, the null hypothesis was rejected, with teachers who passed the
TECAT having significantly greater mean performance scores than did teachers
who did not pass the TECA T.

Table 57
Analysis of Variance (11-15 Years' Experience):
Enthmiasm

Source

ss

Between groups

68.83

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

68.83

15.74

S**

135.59

31

4.37

204.42

32

DF

CV= 4.17
* = Significant at the .05 level (p< .05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p< .01)

Table 58
Analysis of Variance (11-15 Years' Experience):
Instructional Proficiency

Source

ss

Between groups

52.90

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

52.90

8.47

S**

193.57

31

6.24

246.47

32

DF

CV= 4.17
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)
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Table 59
Analysis of Variance (11-15 Years' Experience):
Classroom Management
Source

ss

Between groups

36.85

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

36.85

12.11

S**

94.37

31

3.04

131. 22

32

DF

CV= 4.17
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

Table 60
Analysis of Variance (11-15 Years' Experience):
Professional Responsibilities
Source

ss

Between groups

73.41

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

73.41

12.06

S**

188.74

31

6.09

262.15

32

DF

CV= 4.17
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)
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Table 61
Analysis of Variance (11-15 Years' Experience):

Total Performance

ss

Source

DF

MS

F

Cone.

18.17

S**

912.53

1

912.53

Within groups

1556.48

31

50.21

Total

24~9.0l

32

Between groups

CV= 4.17
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

These data are for teachers with 16 to 20 years' experience.

On the

enthusiasm scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was
13.48 (SD = 1. 78), while the mean score for the teacher who did not pass the
TECAT was 11.60 (SD= 0.00). On the instructional proficiency scale, the mean
score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 16.86 (SD = 2.38), while the
mean score for the teacher who did not pass the TECAT was 12.50 (SD= 0.00).
On the classroom management scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed
the TECAT was 11.32 (SD = 1.32), while the mean score for the teacher who did
not pass the TECAT was 8.90 (SD = 0.00).

On the professional responsibilities

scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECA T was 17 .33
(SD = 2.85), while the mean score for the teacher who did not pass the TECAT
was 15.20 (SD = 0.00). On the total performance scale, the mean score for the
teachers who passed the TECAT was 58.99 (SD = 5.99), while the mean score for
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the teacher who did not pass the TECAT was 48.20 (SD = 0.00). These data are
presented in Table 62.

Table 62
Means and Standard Deviations by Experience:
16-20 Years

Scale

Teachers who
passed TECAT
(n =14)
SD
M

Teachers
who did not
pass TECAT
(n =1)
SD
M

Total
group
(n =15)
SD
M

Enthusiasm

13.48

1.78

11.60

0.00

13.35

1. 72

Instructional
proficiency

16.86

2.38

12.50

0.00

16.57

2.47

Classroom
management

11.32

1.32

8.90

0.00

11.16

1.36

Professional
responsibilities

17.33

2.85

15.20

0.00

17.19

2.71

Total
performance

58.99

5.99

48.20

0.00

58.27

6.20
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These data are for teachers with 16 to 20 years' experience.

The

analysis of variance (ANOVA) technique was performed for each of the scales.
For the enthusiasm scale, F = 1.04, which was not significant (Table 63). For the
instructional proficiency scale, F = 3.12, which was not significant (Table 64).
For the classroom management scale, F = 3.16, which was not significant (Table
65). For the professional responsibilities scale, F = .52, which was not significant
(Table 66).

For total performance, F = 3.02, which was not significant (Table

68). Thus, for this category, the null hypothesis was not rejected, with teachers
who passed the TECA T not having significantly greater mean performance scores
than did teachers who did not pass the TECAT.

Table 63
Analysis of Variance (16-20 Years' Experience):
F.nthusiasm

Source

ss

Between groups

3.29

1

3.29

Within groups

41.32

13

3.18

Total

44.62

14

DF

CV= 4.67
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

MS

F

Cone.

1.04

NS
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Table 64
Analysis of Variance (16-20 Years' Experience):

Instructional Proficiency
Source

ss

Between groups

17.72

1

17.72

Within groups

73.69

13

2.47

Total

91.41

14

DF

F

MS

3.12

Cone.
NS

CV= 4.67
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Table 65
Analysis of Variance (16-20 Years' Experience):
Cl.mmroom Management
Source

ss

Between groups

5 .47

1

5.47

Within groups

22.48

13

1. 73

Total

27.95

14

DF

CV= 4.67
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

MS

F

3.16

Cone.
NS
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Table 66
Analysis of Variance (16-20 Years' Experience):
Professional Responsibilities
Source

ss

DF

MS

F

.52

4.26

1

4.26

Within groups

105.63

13

8.13

_T ot~l

109.88

14

Between groups

Cone.
NS

CV= 4.67
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Table 67
Analysis of Variance (16-20 Years' Experience):
Total Performance
Source

ss

DF

MS

Between groups

108.72

1

108.72

Within groups

467.32

13

35.95

Total

576.04

14

CV= 4.67
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

F

3.02

Cone.
NS
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These data are for teachers with 21 + years' experience.

On the

enthusiasm scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was
13.00 (SD = 0.50), while the mean score for the teacher who did not pass the
TECAT was 14.00 (SD = 0.00). On the instructional proficiency scale, the mean
score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 17 .00 (SD = 1.3 2), while the
mean score for the teacher who did not pass the TECAT was 16.00 (SD = 0.00).
On the classroom management scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed
the TECAT was 11.17 (SD = 0.76), while the mean score for the teacher who did
not pass the TECAT was 10.00 (SD = 0.00). On the professional responsibilities
scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 19.50
(SD = 1.32), while the mean score for the teacher who did not pass the TECAT
was 15.00 (SD = 0.00). On the total performance scale, the mean scor.e for the
teachers who passed the TECAT was 60.67 (SD = l.54), while the mean score for
the teacher who did not pass the TECAT was 55.00 (SD = 0.00). These data are
presented in Table 68.
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Table 68

Means and Standard Deviations by Experience:
21+ Years

Teachers who
passed TEC AT
(n =3)
SD
M

Scale

Teachers
who did not
pass TECAT
(n =1)
SD
M

Total
group
(n =4)
SD
M

0.00

13.25

0.56

. 16.00 0.00

16.75

1.03

0.00

10.88

0. 74

15.00

0.00

18.38

2.16

55.00

0.00

59.25

2.59

Enthusiasm

13.00

0.50

14.00

Instructional
proficiency

17.00

1.32

Classroom
management

11.17

0.76

10.00

Professional
responsibilities

19.50

1.32

Total
performance

60.67

1.54

These data are for teachers with 21 + years' experience. The analysis of
variance (ANOV A) technique was performed for each of the scales.

For the

enthusiasm scale, F = 3.00, which was not significant (Table 69).

For the

instructional proficiency scale, F = 0.43, which was not significant (Table 7 0).
For the classroom management scale, F = ·l. 75, which was not significant (Table
71). For the professional responsibilities scale, F = 8.68, which was not significant (Table 72).

For total performance, F = 18.06, which was not significant
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(Table 73). Thus, for this category, the null hypothesis was not rejected, with
teachers who passed the TECAT having significantly greater mean performance
scores than did teachers who did not pass the TECAT.

Table 69
Analysis of Variance (21 + Years' Experience):
Enthmiasm
Source

ss

DF

MS

Between groups

0. 75

1

0.75

Within groups

0.50

2

0.25

Total

1. 25

3

F

Cone.

3.00

NS

CV= 18.51
* = Significant at the .05 level (p< .05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p< .01)

Table 70
Analysis of Variance (21 + Years' Experience):
Instructional Proficiency
Source

ss

DF

MS

Between groups

0.75

1

0.75

Within groups

3.50

2

1.75

Total

4.25

3

CV= 18.51
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

F

Cone.

0.43

NS
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Table 71
Analysis of Variance (21 + Years' Experience):
Classroom Management
Source

ss

Between groups

1.02

1

1.02

Within

1.17

2

0.58

Total

2.19

3

DF

MS

F

Cone.

1. 75

NS

CV= 18.51
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

Table 72
Analysis of Variance (21 + Years' Experience):

Profesmonal Responsibilities
Source

ss

Between groups

15.19

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

15.19

8.68

NS

3.50

2

1. 75

18.69

3

DF

CV= 18.51
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)
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Table 73
Analysis of Variance (21+ Years' Experience):
Total Performance

Source

ss

Befween groups

24.08

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

24.08

18.06

NS

2.67

2

1.33

26.75

3

DF

CV= 18.51
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

Ho 5: There is no statistically significant difference between the mean
teacher performance scores for teachers who passed the TECAT and for teachers
who did not pass the TECAT, when compared by educational level.
These data are for teachers with bachelor's degrees. On the enthusiasm
scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 12.51
(SD = 1.68), while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECA T
was 10.81 (SD = 2.48). On the instructional proficiency scale, the mean score for
the teachers who passed the TECAT was 15.24 (SD= 1.81), while the mean score
for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 13.64 (SD = 2.14).

On the

classroom management scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the
TECAT was 10.45 (SD = 1.59), while the mean score for the teachers who did not
pass the TECAT was 9.26 (SD = 2.26). On the professional responsibilities scale,
the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 17 .41 (SD = 3.30),
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while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 15.03
(SD = 3. 78).

On the total performance scale, the mean score for the teachers

who passed the TECAT was 55.61 (SD = 6.37), while the mean score for the
teachers who did not pass the TECA T was 48. 7 4 (SD = 9.36).

These data are

presented in Table 7 4.

Table 74
Means and Standard Deviations by Educational Level:
B.S.

Scale

Teachers who
passed TECAT
(n = 46)
SD
M

Teachers
who did not
pass TECAT
(n =13)
SD
M

Total
group
(n = 59)
SD
M

Enthusiasm

12.51

1.68

10.81

2.48

12.14

1.98

Instructional
proficiency

15.24

1.81

13.64

2.14

14.89

1.97

Classroom
management

10.45

1.59

9.26

2.26

10 .18

1. 79

Professional
responsibilities

17.41

3.30

15.03

3.78

16.88

3.49

Total
performance

55.61

6.37

48.74

9.36

54.09

7.54
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These data are for teachers with bachelor's degrees.

The analysis of

variance (ANOV A) technique was performed for each of the scales.

For the

enthusiasm scale, F = 8.35, which was significant at the .01 level (Table 75). For
the instructional proficiency scale, F = 7.37, which was significant at the .01
level (Table 76).

For the classroom management scale, F = 4.63, which was

significant at the .05 level (Table 77). For the professional responsibilities scale,
F = 4.93, which was significant at the .05 level (Table 78).

For total per.
formance, F = 9.48, which was significant at the .01 level (Table 79). Thus, for
.

.

this category, th_e null hypothesis was rejected, with teachers who passed the
TECAT having significantly greater mean performance scores than did teachers
who did not pass the TECAT.

Table 75
Analysis of Variance (B.S.):
Enthusiasm

Source

ss

Between groups

29.40

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

29.40

8.35

S**

200.75

57

3.52

230.15

58

DF

CV= 4.02
* = Significant at the .05 level (p< .05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p< .01)
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Table 76
Analysis of Variance (B.S.):
Instructional Proficiency
Source

ss

Between groups

26.11

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

26.11

7.37

S**

201.84

57

3.54

227.95

58

DF

CV= 4.02
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

Table 77
Analysis of Variance (B.S.):
Classroom Management
Source

ss

Between groups

14.21

Within groups
Total

MS

F

Cone.

1

14.21

4.63

S*

174.88

57

3.07

189.09

58

DF

CV= 4.02
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)
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Table 78
Analysis of Variance (B.S.):
Professional Responsibilities
Source

ss

Between groups

57.31

1

57.31

Within groups

662.14

57

3.49

Total

719.45

58

DF

MS

F

4.93

Cone.
S*

CV= 4.02
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Table 79
Analysis of Variance (B.S.):
Total Performance
Source
Between groups

ss

DF

MS

F

Cone.

9.48

S**

478.40

1

478.40

Within groups

2875.59

57

50.45

Total

3353.99

58

CV= 4.02
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)
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These data are for teachers with master's degrees. On the enthusiasm
scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 13.45
(SD = 1. 79), while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECA T
was 11. 76 (SD = 2.11). On the instructional proficiency scale, the mean score for
the teachers who passed the TECAT was 16.91 (SD = 2.29), while the mean score
for the teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 14. 70 (SD = 2.97).

On the

classroom management scale, the mean score for the teachers who passed the

.

.

TECAT was 10.99 (SD = 1.56), while the mean score for the teachers who did not
pass the TECAT was 10.32 (SD= 1.73). On the professional responsibilities scale,
the mean score for the teachers who passed the TECAT was 18.13 (SD = 2.37),
while the mean score for the teachers who did not pass the TECA T was 15.44
(SD = 2.32).

On the total performance scale, the mean score for the teachers

who passed the TECAT was 59.48 (SD = 5.99), while the mean score for the
teachers who did not pass the TECAT was 52.22 (SD= 7.41).
presented in Table 80.

These data are
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Table 80
Means and Standard Deviations by Educational Level:
M.S.

Teachers who
passed TECAT
(n = 55)
Scale

Teachers
who did not
pass TECAT
(n =5)

Total
group
(n = 60)

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Enthusiasm

13.45

1.79

11.76

2 .11

13.30

1.85

Instructional
proficiency

16.91

2.29

14.70

2.97

16. 72

2.38

Classroom
management

10.99

1.56

10.32

1.73

10.94

1.56

Professional
responsibilities

18.13

2.37

15.44

2.32

17.91

2.44

Total
performance

59.48

5.99

52.22

7.41

58.88

6.33

These data are for teachers with master's degrees.

The analysis of

variance (ANOV A) technique was performed for each of the scales.

For the

enthusiasm scale, F = 3.95, which was not significant (Table 81).

For the

instructional proficiency scale, F = 4.09, which was significant at the .05 level
(Table 82).

For the classroom management scale, F = 0.84, which was not

significant (Table 83). For the professional responsibilities scaie, F = 5.95, which
was significant at the .05 level (Table 84).

For total performance, F = 6.49,
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which was significant at the .05 level (Table 85). Thus, for this category, the
null hypothesis was rejected, with teachers who passed the TECAT having
significantly greater mean performance scores than did teachers who did not
pass the TEC AT, on instructional proficiency, professional responsibilities, and
total performance.

On the enthusiasm and the classroom management scales,

the differences occurred by chance less than 5% of the time.

Table 81
Analysis of Variance (M.S.):
Fnthusiasm

Source

ss

Between groups

13.05

1

13.05

Within groups

191.73

58

3.31

Total

204.78

59

DF

CV= 4.02

* = Significant at the .05 level (o <.05)
Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

** =

MS

F

3.95

Cone.
NS
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Table 82
Analysis of Variance (M.S.):
Instructional Proficiency
Source

ss

Between groups

22.40

1

22.40

Within groups

317.57

58

5.48

Total

339.98

59

DF

MS

F

4.09

Cone.

S*

CV= 4.02
* = Significant at the .05 level (p< .05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Table 83
Analysis of Variance (M.S.):
Classroom Management
Source
Between groups

ss

DF

MS

2.06

1

2.06

Within groups

143.23

58

2.47

Total

145.29

59

CV= 4.02
* = Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

F

Cone.

0.84

NS
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Table 84
Analysis of Variance (M.S.):

Professional Responsibilities
Source

ss

Between groups

33.23

1

33.23

Within groups

324.11

58

5.59

Total

357.35

59

DF

MS

F

5.95

Cone.
S*

CV= 4.02
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)

Table 85
Analysis of Variance (M.S.):
Total Performance
Source

ss

DF

MS

F

Cone.

6.49

S*

241. 70

1

241. 70

Within groups

2158.97

58

37.22

Total

2400.67

59

Between groups

CV= 4.02
* = Significant at the .05 level (p<.05)
* * = Significant at the .01 level (p<.01)
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There was only 1 teacher among the sample with a doctorate; thus,
statistical comparisons were not possible.

Summary

This chapter presented the various calculations from the performance
scores of the teachers who passed the TECAT and the teachers who did not pass
the TECAT.

The analysis of variance technique was used to test each

hypothesis, and the results were presented. Five performance scales were used
to compute the results. The mean performance scores are summarized in Table
86.
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Table 86
Summary of Mean Performance Scores

Total group

Enthusiasm

Instructional
proficiency

Classroom
management

Professional
responsibilities

Total
performance

**

**

**

**

**

**

*
**

**

**

**

*

**

**

**

**

Sex

Male
Female

Age
25-35 yea.rs
36-45 years
46-5 5 yea.rs
56+ yea.rs
Experience
1-5 yea.rs
6-10 yea.rs
11-15 yea.rs
16-20 years
21+ years
Educational level
B.S.
M.S.

*
**

*

*

**

**

**

**

*
**

**

**
*

*

*
*

**
*

= Significant at the .05 level (p <.05)
= Significant at the .01 level (p <.01)

Chapter 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

-The purpose of this study was to determine whether there was any
difference between teacher competency testing and teacher performance.

Be-

cause the public has been demanding accountability on the part of teachers, the
perception that too many unqualified students were graduating from colleges and
moving into teaching positions led states to mandate tests for teachers and, in
some cases, some types of on-the-job assessments (Southern Regional Education
Board, 1983).

Summary

From a population of 948 teachers in the North Forest Independent
School District (greater Houston, Texas) who had taken the TECAT examination
during the 1985-86 academic year, 120 teachers were randomly selected for this
study.

The analysis of variance (ANOVA) technique was used to test the

hypotheses at an alpha level of .05 or better. The tests produced the following
findings.

Findings

For Ho 1, the analysis of variance result was significant. The mean performance scores of teachers who passed the TECAT were greater than the mean
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performance scores of teachers who did not pass the TECAT. When the analysis
was completed on the total population, the relationship of the TECAT scores and
the performance scores became evident, i.e., those who passed the TECA T
performed better. The null hypothesis was rejected.
For Ho , concerning sex, the analysis of variance was nonsignificant on
2
all scales except instructional proficiency (males). There was no relationship
between the performance of those male teachers who passed the TECA T and
those male teachers who did not pass the TECAT. On the other hand, significant
differences were found between the mean performance scores of those teachers
who passed the TECAT and those teachers who did not pass the TECAT. Thus,
among females, good performance could be predicted from the examination
result, but this was not the case for male teachers.

Ho 2 was rejected on the

basis that most of the teachers were in this group, i.e., 74% of the sample.
For Ho 3, concerning age, the analysis of variance was nonsignificant for
the age groups of 25-35 years and 46-55 years;
difference between the two mean scores.

there was no statistical

A significant difference was found

between the mean performance scores of those who passed the TECA T and those
teachers who did not pass the TECAT. However, the result from the teachers in
the age group of 56+ years were mixed, because a significant difference was
found between the two mean scores on the enthusiasm scale and the total
performance scale. Thus, for Ho 3, the results were mixed.
For Ho 4, concerning experience, the results yielded nonsignificance for
enthusiasm, instructional proficiency, classroom management, and professional
responsibilities; the results were significant on total performance for the
experience groups of 1-5 years and 6-10 years. For teachers with 11-15 years'
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experience, the results were significant on all five scales. Of the teachers with
16-20 years' experience and 21 + years' experience, nonsignificant results were
found on all scales. Again, for Ho , the results were mixed. When the total age
4
groups were considered, Ho 4 was not rejected.
For Ho , concerning educational levels, significant differences were
5
found between the mean performance scores of the teachers who passed the
TECA T and the mean performance scores of teachers who did not pass the
TECAT on all five scales for teachers with bachelor's degrees, with those who
passed the TECA T having significantly greater mean scores.
mixed for those teachers with master's degrees.

The result was

Significant differences were

found on the instructional proficiency scale, professional responsibilities scale,
and total performance, but the differences between the mean performance
scores of the teachers who passed the TECAT and those teachers who did not
pass the TECAT were nonsignificant on the enthusiasm and classroom management scales. The overall result of Ho was significant; thus, Ho 5 was rejected.
5
In summary, Ho , Ho 2, and Ho 5 were rejected;
1

was not rejected.

Ho

3

was mixed; Ho

4

When the results were considered as a whole, significant

differences were observed between the mean performance scores of those
teachers who passed the TECAT and mean performance scores of those teachers
who did not pass the TECAT. The results of this study, however, indicated that
the TECA T simply did not measure many of the aspects of teacher training
which were important for effective classroom functioning, such as those
measured by teacher appraisal instruments.
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Conclusions

Within the limitations and the assumptions under which this study was
conducted, the researcher drew several conclusions. They were:
1.

The teachers who passed the teacher competency tests (such as the

TECAT) tended to perform better than did the teachers who did not pass the
TECAT.
2.

Although a teacher's knowledge base, as measured by a paper-and-

pencil test, may not have had a linear relationship with the ability to teach, the
TECAT results could give information concerning a teacher's performance or
teaching practices.
3.

The findings in this study tended to support the view of the Texas

Education Agency and testing services that knowledge was one part of the
complex process called teaching.
4.

Although there was no simple way to predict with accuracy the

performance of teac.h ers, this study showed that there were competencies which
could be used as predictors of teacher success.
5.

Finally, this study indicated that there was some relationship

between the performance of the teachers on the TECAT and their performance
on the Teacher Appraisal System. However, caution must be exercised in making
generalizations because there were no significant differences found between
males or between teachers in the following age groups: 26-35 years and 46-55
years.

With this limiting factor in mind,. it is questionable ._whether a broad

generalization could be made concerning the relationship between the scores on
the TECA T and teacher performance as measured by the teacher appraisal
instruments.
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Recommendations

This study added to the literature that job performance was not wholly
independent of examination results. In light of this study, it is recommended
that future studies co_n cerning teacher competency testing examine the following
aspects.
1.

The effect of teacher competency testing on students' per-

formance.
2.

The effect of teacher competency testing on teaching per-

formance.
3.

The combination of paper-and-pencil knowledge and performance

skills to enhance the overall quality of teachers.
4.

The replication of this study using TECAT raw scores from more

than one school district.

Implications

There were implications pertinent to this study. They were:
1.

It is somewhat unreliable that the measurement of teaching

success is usually questioned because of instrumentation and the observation of
teacher behavior.
2.

In addition, because of the lack of random assignment, the rela-

tionship or difference between the performance scores and the TECA T scores
may have been spurious.
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Applications

There were applications pertinent to this study. They were:
1.

The evidence from this study indicated that screening instruments

could be developed to help school systems select and identify people who were
more likely to be successful classroom teachers.
2.

For a country such as Nigeria, where the educational system

seemed to be in disarray, this study provided evidence which demonstrated that
tests could validly measure a teacher's knowledge and skills, thus satisfying the
public's concern about teachers and the teaching profession. It would help the
school policymakers to realize that there was a relationship between content
mastery and the ability to impart knowledge.

Thus, the teachers would be

reminded that a teaching certificate alone was not enough to remain in the
classroom because teachers would be tested and assessed from time to time.
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COMPETENCY TESTING AND TEACfflNG PERFORMANCE

This information is required only to - allow comparisons to be drawn between
teacher competency test scores and teaching performance.
To assure
confidentiality, no individual teacher will be identified or associated with any
information in this study.
With the following as a guide, complete the attached Summary Sheet by
supplying the appropriate numerical value for the information below.
Sex
1.

2.

Male
Female

Age
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.

Under 25 years
25-35 years
36-45 years
46-55 years
56+ years

Teaching experience
1. 1-5 years
2. 6-10 years
3. 11-15 years
4. 16-20 years
5. 21 + years
Educational level
1.
2.
3.

4.

B.S.

M.S.
Ph.D./Ed.D.
Other

TECAT score
1. Pass
2. Not pass
Complete the attached Summary Sheet by supplying the actual score for each
teacher.
Performance rating scores
Enthusiasm
Instructional proficiencies
_
Classroom management
_
Professional responsibility
Total performance
_

=

Summa!! Sheet
Performance scores
Teacher

Sex

Age

Teach.
Exper.

Educ.
Level

TECAT
scores

Enthusiasm

Inst.
Prof.

Class.
Mgt.

Prof.
Resp.

Total
Per.

1
2
3

4
5
6
7
8
9
10

11

12
13
14
15

150
1--'
N)
N)
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